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4 
Abstract 
 
This paper investigates vegetarianism’s beginning in the Western World starting with its religious roots in England and further 
covers its migration to America. We will also consider whether one can define vegetarianism as a social and political 
movement. Furthermore, we will determine the ethical implications of eating meat.  
We will discuss whether it is morally right or wrong to kill animals in order for humans to eat their flesh, considering the 
hypothesis of humans being more capable of digesting vegetables than meat. In order to shed light on the ethical implications, 
we have investigated the differences between factory- and organic farming in America and Denmark and compared the two 
countries. We have then discussed whether it changes the ethical implications or not, if the process involved are humanely 
carried out. Furthermore we will discuss what the proper definition of a soul is, and if animals possess this or not. We will 
discuss the ethical implications again, but this time, in addition to the discussion of the term soul. 
Lastly, we will define what decadence is and put this in relation to vegetarianism. 
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Introduction 
 
During the last century, vegetarianism has become increasingly popular as we are becoming more enlightened on health issues, 
animal welfare and environmental challenges; we have begun to consider the ethical implications of including meat in our diet.  
We will investigate the reasons why one would choose to become a vegetarian. Is it the lifestyle, ethical implications of eating 
meat or perhaps animal welfare? Why is it not more common to be a vegetarian when we are so aware and involved in animal 
welfare? Why is it, that the vegetarians are the outsiders and not the carnivores? 
In order to understand how vegetarianism is today, we need to know how the vegetarian movement has evolved through time 
in the Western World. We will start by making an account for the vegetarian movement from The Vegetarian Society’s 
beginning in England to its migration to America. Furthermore we will discuss whether it even can be called a movement. This 
is our first academic focus, “History and Culture”. 
A significant part of our field of interest to investigate further is the question of ethics, as indicated by our problem statement: 
Is it ethically right to eat meat? As a result of including this question, we have furthermore decided to investigate two different 
hypotheses on the human physiology according to meat consumption. We will also look into factory farming and organic 
farming; these in relation to each other and draw parallels to Denmark.  
We will also be covering and discussing the existence of the soul. We are using decadence to clarify whether it is decay of 
morals to eat meat, when we are able to reflect on right and wrong. This is done with the academic focus “Philosophy and 
Science”. 
This report will be trying to answer these problems based on our problem statement which is as following: 
How has vegetarianism evolved through history in the Western World and what are the ethical implications of eating meat? 
9 
We have decided to limit our investigation of vegetarianism, historically and philosophically, to the Western World, since it is 
where we live. It is not as normal to be a vegetarian in the Western World, as it is in e.g. India. 
We chose to state examples of the animals in agriculture since they are directly affected by humans, in their everyday lives.  
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Theory 
Utilitarianism 
In order for us to enlighten our problem statement and answer our research questions, we will be using different theories. We 
will first and foremost be using Utilitarianism, which is a powerful and popular approach to normative ethics.
1
 
Normative theories of ethics, as Utilitarianism, are meant to help us figure out what is right and wrong. In order for us to 
decide what is right and wrong, we must consider all the good and bad consequences of an action. Utilitarianism is based on 
‘’the greatest good for the greatest number’’2, which means that what is good for e.g. mankind as a group, is more important 
than what is good for the individual person. 
We will investigate whether utilitarianism can be used to provide adequate grounds, for the obligation to be a vegetarian or not. 
This can be done by e.g. discussing the way we treat animals. Utilitarianism aims at maximizing pleasure and minimizing pain.  
Animals feel both pleasure and pain; therefore we should minimize their pain. 
Utilitarianism is a theory, where it is believed that the morally right thing to do is the action that ends up producing the most 
good in the end. Utilitarianism is a theory based upon consequences, produced as a result of the action – the better the 
consequences, the more right the action is.  
 
 
 
                                                 
1 http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/utilitarianism-history/  
2 http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/utilitarianism-history/ 
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Deontology 
Deontology is almost the opposite thing of utilitarianism. Deontology is based on ethical rules, which are to be followed no 
matter what the consequences are. The actions are supposed to be based upon ethical rules and ideas. 
From a deontological perspective, there is an argument which says that humans only have moral status because we are persons. 
Only persons have intrinsic value. This is because people have certain abilities e.g. the ability of being rational, and that gives 
humans moral status.
3
 This is seen from Kant’s point of view. 
 
Alienation from nature 
Karl Marx’ theory about Alienation from Nature explains about the worker being alienated from his own product. We have 
used this by drawing parallels between this and the relationship between the consumer and the meat/animal. And because the 
consumer is further away from his product/the meat it is easier to close your eyes to what is going on and distinguish ourselves 
from it.   
Theory of decadence 
Nietzsche’s Theory of Decadence is about the relationship between prosperity and decadence and the fact that they depend on 
each other as they can be used to compare good and evil. Nietzsche also says that we should be careful abolishing decadence 
                                                 
3 http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ethics-deontological/ visited 10th dec 
12 
since we could create more problems in order to solve the ones already existing. This we have used to draw a parallel to 
vegetarianism; by trying to solve the problem with the meat industry, we could create other problems such as unemployment.  
 
Theory on soul 
We used Plato’s theory on the soul as a possible explanation. Basically he believes that the human consists of three basic 
energies, which are Appetite, Emotion and Reason. He claims that humans are capable of letting the energy ‘Reason’ stay in 
control and that animals are not capable of this. This way, he furthermore presents us to how animals can be seen as primitive, 
remarkably different and distinct from us. This can indirectly be used as a way of discussing whether we should have ethical 
implications when slaughtering animals.  
On the topic of soul, we decided to include Pythagoras, since he works as a great opponent to Plato. We used his theory on 
soul, which involves a strong relationship to the fact that we are all related soul wise. He claims that souls are endlessly 
transformed into other living creatures when we die as seen in reincarnation. A sentence that emphasizes his theory on soul in 
every living creature is: “To eat a fish, would be like eating your cousin”. 
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                                  Methodology 
We will now shed some light on how we have tried to dig into the phenomenon of “Vegetarianism” from a perspective 
anchored in the academic dimensions of philosophy and history.     
In order to map out the history of vegetarianism in the Western World we had to be very critical towards the material which 
was available. Much of it is written by vegetarians or comes from the vegetarian society’s own members. We have primarily 
used a book of Colin Spencer, which seems to be the most objective when it comes to vegetarians and carnivores. Furthermore, 
to gather data on movements, we selected two sociologists, Sydney Tarrow and Theodore Able. We compared their claims to 
what a social movement is and then tried to fit vegetarianism into their models. We also discovered a book by Donna Maurer, 
which investigates if vegetarianism is a movement. We have used her work when trying to determine whether vegetarianism 
can be called a movement or not. She is very relevant and contemporary.  
To enlighten if it is wrong or right to kill animals we have primarily used two journals from a website. The first journal is the 
utilitarian Peter Singer’s opinions and theses which are in favor of vegetarianism and utilitarianism while the other one is a 
journal written by Jeremy R. Garret which argues against the first journal and puts up new theses on being against 
vegetarianism. We have used these because it is very relevant to be able to show different opinions on whether it is right or 
wrong to kill animals for their meat. Doing this we are able show more aspects to the discussion and explain the reasons behind 
different views on the same subject. Other than that we have used Peter Singer's journal to look at utilitarianism within the 
ethics on whether or not to kill animals and eat their meat. 
14 
Furthermore we have used an article from the Danish newspaper “Politiken” and an article from a website. We have used these 
to explain different hypotheses from two theorists on why people are not as physiologically capable of digesting meat as 
predators in the animal world are and enlighten that some theorist’s opinions are that we as humans might not need meat in our 
diet at all. 
In addition to this we have used an article from BBC which explains a lot about the ethics behind how to treat animals. It also 
explains utilitarianism within this area and gives some arguments against the theory of utilitarianism within animal welfare. 
Besides these methods we have used survey and voxpop as way of gaining further knowledge about our project 
 
To describe factory farming and organic farming in both U.S.A and Denmark, we have used animal welfare organizations such 
as People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), Massachusetts Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
(MSPCA), In Defense of Animals USA (IDAUSA) and the Danish organization Anima. 
PETA is an organization with a general focus on animal ethics, and we are also using Anima which is the Danish version of 
PETA. We have also used IDAUSA which is an organization fighting for animal rights and welfare.  
Lastly, we have used MSPCA, which is, as the other organizations, focused on animal rights and welfare. 
We chose to use these animal welfare organizations in order for us to enlighten the conditions of the farm animals, as these 
organizations are speaking on behalf of the animals. 
We did not chose to use the factory farmers, the slaughterhouses, the food companies e.g. in order to describe the conditions, 
as that would be an untrustworthy source of knowledge.  
This is because; they would have an economical interest in how much information that is to be shared with the consumer. 
The organizations on the other hand, are voluntary organizations, working for better conditions for animals. 
15 
Regarding the question about ethical implications and if these are changing due to a humanely process before slaughtering, we 
have used utilitarianism and deontology from the perspectives of Immanuel Kant and Peter Singer.  
We have also used an article from BBC to enlighten the violated interests of the animals, in addition to this.   
We have used secondary literature in the article “Plato’s theory on soul” from www.essortment.com. This particular article 
includes a markedly comprehensive and accurate description of Plato’s theory. Essortment.com is a software product and 
source of stored information, which offers articles with the goal of sharing knowledge on health, science, philosophy etc. 
Furthermore we have used the book”The Heretic’s Feast: A history of Vegetarianism” written by Colin Spencer. It includes a 
significantly relevant section dealing with Pythagoras’ theory on the soul. 
While working with decadence we have chosen to use a dictionary in order to define what for example decadence is. We have 
also used Friedrich Nietzsche’s book about “The Will To Power” to discuss the view about decadence expressed in this book 
and put all of this in connection to vegetarianism because his point of view is a good contrast to our main claim about 
decadence being a bad thing.  
Peter Singer’s book “Practical Ethics” has also been used in order to clarify what is wrong and what is right taken into 
consideration that we know better than animals and still act as if we do not. We have also used some of Peter Singer and Henry 
Spira’s views which express arguments for and against, whether it is a decay of morals to not act upon our knowledge.  
Last but not least we have used web pages and web documents written to explain Karl Marx’ theory about our alienation from 
animals and used this to compare the relationship between the farmer and the animals with the worker and his product since it 
is a relevant point of view in regard to vegetarianism.  
16 
It has also been used to argue for that the reason, why it has become so easy for us to distance ourselves from what it actually 
is that we are eating – the animals. 
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Chapter 1 
 
In this chapter we will start by accounting for the history of the vegetarian movement in the Western World. We will see how 
and why it started, how it evolved and migrated to America, looking at prominent characters that supported the cause, see 
what the vegetarians stood for and what the outcome was and still is. Furthermore, we will be defining what a movement is, 
in a social and political context. This we will do in order to help determine whether vegetarianism can be seen as a 
movement, i.e. social or political.  
 
History of vegetarianism 
The history of vegetarianism dates back to ancient Greece with the first prominent vegetarian that we know of, Pythagoras. 
He believed that all living things had a soul; the soul was immortal and could transform endlessly into other creatures as 
reincarnation with Buddhism. Therefore by killing and eating animals you would be murdering your neighbor. His name 
became the common term for people eating a plant-based diet, Pythagoreans, before the phrase was coined in England in 
1847 when the Vegetarian Society was born. The Bible Christian movement founded the Vegetarian Society and they also 
organized the movement in America and Germany
4
. The Bible Christians were inspired by a man called Emanuel 
Swedenborg; he saw meat eating as the most powerful symbol of mankind’s fall from grace and also being the source of all 
evil
5
. Vegetarianism did not become involved in animal welfare until the 1870’s and even then it was not entirely involved. 
Vegetarians disliked the practice of vivisection; dissecting a live animal in order to test various medical treatments and chart 
                                                 
4 Spencer 1993: p. 253 
5 Spencer 1993: ebid 
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the results. They did not like this because they were against medicine and doctors; it was their view that if one ate pure and 
healthy foods, the body would not need medicine and therefore there was no reason to do vivisection.  
In the late 18th century small vegetarian restaurants opened offering a vegetarian meal for everyone. They flourished by 
being cheap and offering a change in peoples everyday meals. 
A German chemist, Justus von Liebeg, helped the vegetarians to validate themselves in the early start of the society; his 
study showed that plants were the primary source of protein and that there was no difference between animal and plant 
protein
6
, though this study would be proven otherwise later. His study also confirmed one of the vegetarians broadly known 
claims that “slaughtering brutalized people therefore all butchers were brutes, and that meat-eating provoked aggression”7, 
this study was of a bear in captivity; when fed bread and other wholesome foods it was compliant and submissive, but when 
fed meat it would become severely aggressive. It was common thought that meat and alcohol were bad stimuli for the body, 
people became aggressive, as the bear, and the vegetarians key belief through the Bible Christians were that we should strive 
to be pure of mind and body, though in the eighteenth century pure food was thought of as unaltered food which means 
unflavored by salt and other spices. This meant only to eat fresh foods, but many thought that it was bland which is also the 
image vegetarians fight to overturn today.  
At this time there was an investigation on corrupted foods, such as meat, which showed a huge amount of corruption in 
different institutions; bakers, hospitals, etc. which had led to numerous deaths. This proposed an advantage for the 
vegetarians since they advocated eating only fresh foods, but one of their other strengths was that the diet was cheap. 
Vegetables were less costly than meat; the average worker could only get a piece of bacon once in a while, middle class two-
                                                 
6 Spencer 1993: p.252 
7 Spencer 1993: p. 262 
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three times a week and the rich could afford to have meat on the table each day. The Vegetarian Society tried to advocate 
their diet by showing examples of different families who were impoverished because of spending their money on bad 
stimulants such as alcohol and meat; which were the generators of lust that led men into whorehouses, etc. But even with 
their campaigns; trying to show that their way of life was calm and peaceful, meat was still a sign of one’s status and wealth. 
They were up against norms which were as old as time. 
Then in the late 18th century a change occurred in the social context, people became aware of the manner of slaughter due to 
many of the Vegetarian Society’s publications which caused an uproar and gave fuel to the vegetarian movement “The 
vegetarian movement could not have existed (…) without a general change in public sensitivity over the slaughter and 
preparation of animals for meat.”8 
The Vegetarian Society started the Vegetarian Review and it published many horrifying tales from slaughterhouses, workers 
and butchers from slaughterhouses and their experiences and the consequences by afflicting this on their children. Many 
stories were of children of butchers who themselves slaughtered their friends and or family in an attempt to mimic what they 
saw their parents do to animals. A beloved French poet, Alphonse de Lamartine, was admired by the vegetarians because of 
his love for animals and promotion for abstinence from meat; he confessed that he ate meat when in public ‘because of the 
necessity of conforming to the customs of society’9. 
 
In 1817 William Metcalfe was ordained as a minister in the Bible Christian movement by a priest called William Cowherd 
and was selected to travel to America to preach the word of vegetarianism and the Swedenborgian New Church. He brought 
                                                 
8 Spencer 1993: p. 269 
9 Spencer 1993: p. 271 
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a couple of adults and children with him, including reverend James Clark, to Philadelphia. Times were tough and food 
scarce so they parted ways, James Clark moved to Pennsylvania and Metcalfe stayed with his wife in Philadelphia. They 
opened a school which became the headquarters for the Bible Christian vegetarian centre, which is known as the American 
Vegetarian Society. Sylvester Graham, Presbyterian minister and lecturer on temperance
10
 was enticed by Metcalfe’s essay 
Abstinence from the flesh of animals and joined the movement. Sylvester Graham advocated health and vegetarianism. He 
practiced the Spartan way of life; cold showers, hard and thin mattresses and vegetarian diet containing coarse-ground flour 
with more fibers than the usual whole-wheat white bread; living the simple life and getting back to nature
11. Graham’s view 
on health started a new and popular reform in America during the 1830’s and 1840’s. Graham has laid name to flour 
(Graham flour, whole wheat) and is still clearly seen today in bakeries and health food shops.  
Vegetarianism flourished in the centre of industrial England and its main influence remained in the urban centre
12
. People 
were distanced from nature by mileage though not in their minds. The urbanization provided the foundation for the 
following organization of the vegetarian movement. Instead of being widespread, the vegetarians were all in one small area 
and could interact with each other. They could use local publishers to get their Vegetarian Review sent out to isolated areas. 
In this time period, 1820 till 1900, towns were growing and the voices of protest within intensified; “Without urbanization 
there would have been no vegetarian movement, merely those isolated voices we have been hearing for centuries”13. 
Although vegetarianism was called heresy, it could no longer be seen as such because of its prominent members. 
Vegetarians were outsiders but more supporters joined while their message was carried out in the world.  
                                                 
10 Whorton 1994: p. 1104S 
11 Spencer 1993: p. 273 
12 Spencer 1993: p. 293 
13 Spencer 1993: p. 294 
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In the start of the 19th century the vegetarian movement had established itself in the lower middle class and wanted to 
expand to other economical classes. They tried to get involved with the working class since they were starving and 
impoverished. They wanted to show them the economic benefits of being a vegetarian but were ignored since workers still 
favored meat whenever they could afford it. The start of First World War was an eye opener for the soldier’s poor health; 
they had heart diseases, starved and were in general bad shape. After the war crops and meat was scarce which led to food 
rations. The meat ration was three-quarters of a pound per person per week and course-ground flour was used in the bread 
because of the cheaper cost than white flower
14
. The vegetarian society was ecstatic but the general public disliked this. The 
public were forced to use vegetables as substitutes for many things; carrot jam, potatoes were put in bread and cakes. 
Though vegetables were cheap and fixed at a low price the public still were unhappy
15
. The Vegetarian Society sent food to 
mining areas from 1926 throughout the 1930’s without their usual sermon on abstinence from meat and this action proved to 
be a better course for the movement than others such as their scare campaign towards butchers
16
. Later on in the start of the 
century, the discovery of vitamins and minerals in fruit and vegetables started to change the public’s view on vegetarianism; 
it was not as dull and bland as first thought, “Helped by the new research into diet and health in Europe and elsewhere, 
vegetarianism was beginning to gain the respect of nutritionists. They at least agreed that most people would benefit by 
eating a great deal more fruit and vegetables than they habitually did”17. Once the era of food rations ended, meat was in 
high demand
18, but still the “back-to-nature” movement was advancing and the first Nature Cure Clinic was opened in 1928 
                                                 
14 Spencer 1993: p. 298 
15 Spencer 1993: p. 310 
16 Spencer 1993: ebid 
17 Spencer 1993: p. 311 
18 Spencer 1993: p. 317 
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run by Nina Hosali who was a vegetarian and animal rights campaigner
19
. It was involved in anti-vivisection, promoted raw 
food, the prescribed diet was vegetarian, and combined relaxation and exercise. 
In 1944 The Vegan Society emerged from the vegetarian movement but took it further. A vegan diet is vegetarian without 
animal products including dairy products, eggs, and abstaining from exploitation of animals such as using wool for clothing. 
The Vegan Society broke off from the Vegetarian Society because they did not want to publicize the vegan view as it was 
not entirely the same, although they had great respect for the vegan movement as it was the “next step”, the ideal aim; “(…) 
diet known as being the one with the lowest reports of the common afflictions like cancer and coronary complaints. Yet it is 
also spiritually ideal in that there is no exploitation of animals by humans”20.  
In 1964 Ruth Harrison, an animal rights campaigner, wrote the book Animal Machines which opened the public’s eye to 
how and what the animals had endured before ending on their tables; this led some to embrace the vegetarian diet but most 
people downsized their daily intake of meat
21. Also during the 1960’s a counter-culture emerged consisting of young adults 
who were against science, war and for free love, vegetarianism and mysticism. This was the generation who were born at the 
end of the Second World War and who grew up with fear of the Cold War and threat of the nuclear bomb. They wanted the 
fighting to stop and loathed authorities and institutionalized religions. The counter-culture also changed to male-female 
images and revived the “back-to-nature” spirit trying to lead a more simple life whilst appreciating nature for all its wonders. 
“This movement from revolution to rural was similar to Shelley’s22 upsurge of Romantic political aspirations and the 
                                                 
19 Spencer 1993: p. 311 
20 Spencer 1993: p. 317-318 
21 Spencer 1993: p. 319 
22 Percy Bysshe Shelley 1792-1822, british poet who supported vegetarianism and wrote many essays on the subject. 
23 
beginning of the Bible Christians: A quieter, more isolated, vegetarian movement”23; most members of the counter-culture 
were often vegetarians though not enrolled in the Vegetarian Society.  
In the 1970’s NAVS, The North American Vegetarian Society was founded and from this VUNA, Vegetarian Union of 
North America emerged. Their goal was to provide information and material for vegetarians and possible future 
vegetarians
24
. The disclosure of modern farming, also known as factory farming, revolted people and more turned to 
vegetarianism. The knowledge of usage of hormones, antibiotics and the cruelty inflicted upon animals was now known to 
the public. People were shocked and horrified and the questions started: How did this happen? The obvious answer was for 
the farmers to be able to make a profit, but this was to crude and unfulfilling answer to the public. After numerous food 
poisonings in the 1980’s and the revelation of what livestock were fed and how they were treated, the vegetarian movement 
had an upsurge; People were beginning to see the sense in their statement that meat was impure and rotten. As the class 
barriers were broken down, vegetarianism spread out through it. People were more open towards change and nutritional 
studies showed that one could raise children on a meat-free diet without any consequences for their physiology though small 
children would gain physically from animal fats
25
. Vegetarianism now became more popular as the public were informed of 
the consequences of factory farming; both health- and environmentally, and were joining forces with the animal rights 
movement. Vegetarians are still outsiders but they are becoming more respected and are not seen as heretics as they once 
were.  
 
                                                 
23 Spencer 1993: p. 321 
24 Maurer 2002: p. 50 
25 Spencer 1993: p. 337 
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What is a movement? 
 
The word movement has many meanings, but in this chapter we will be focusing on the use of the word which refers to 
social and political scene. In order to make a movement, individuals have to be motivated by an idea or a desire towards a 
change in culture or society while also advocating the idea to others. For example if one hundred people coincidentally 
painted their garages black, this would not be a movement. But if they were to meet and do it for a greater cause of which 
awareness could be raised by painting their garages black, then it would be a movement. People who are within a movement 
do not necessarily have to know each other, but they come together because of their common interest in different groups.  
‘“Movement” came to be used to describe group responses to the social and cultural crisis produced by the conditions of 
factory labor and urban life during the industrial revolution.”26.  
 
What is a political movement? 
 
A political movement, according to the free dictionary, is a group of people working together to achieve a political goal. Any 
countries that have or have had an organized government have likely experienced the likings of one or several political 
movements. It is characterized by a structured group within a specific society which wants to make a change. It can be a 
change of people’s minds, on a specific issue such as segregation or it can be a change of behavior. They will try to 
                                                 
26 Nicholas 1993: p. 63 
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accomplish this by either doing political work or by enlightening the public of their point of view about an important issue. 
It is not the same as being in a political party where the main purpose is to take part in the contest for participation or control 
of the government of the state. It involves a social aspect meaning the coming together of people with the same interest. For 
example the Civil Rights movement was political because they wanted to effect a change in the legislation in order to change 
everyday life for the African American people and white people as well.   
 
 
What is a social movement? 
A social movement, according to the free dictionary, is a group of people with a common ideology who try to achieve 
general goals. If we look to Mario Diani, he says that social movements are “defined as networks of informal interactions 
between a plurality of individuals, groups and or organizations, engaged in political or cultural conflicts, on the basis of 
shared collective identities.”27  
According to Sidney Tarrow
28
 social movements consist of several things. A huge part of a social movement is contentious 
politics which is when ordinary and influential people come together against the elite. He states that it is “an invention of the 
modern age and an accompaniment to the rise of the modern state”29. Contentious politics are generated by changes in the 
political opportunities and/or constraints which lead the social agents, who have no resources, to being backed by social 
networks and supported by influential agents. It leads to a sustainable interaction with the adversaries.  
                                                 
27 Diani 1992: p. 1 
28 Sidney Tarrow is a professor at Cambridge University at the time, and specialises in social movements, contentious politics and legal mobilisations. 
29 Tarrow 2008: p. 2 
26 
Tarrow says that the base of all social movements is contentious collective action; it can take many forms but is mostly seen 
within institutions. Collective action becomes contentious when used by the social agents who do not have access to these 
institutions and who act upon new and unaccepted claims
30
. 
He also gives us his version of the main processes, which are also the key elements, of social movements which are  
1. Raising and identifying the collective dispute  
2. Finding and gathering social networks, common purposes and locating cultural frameworks  
3. Building solidarity through collective identities in order to sustain collective action. A collective challenge derives from 
interrupting, obstructing or rendering uncertain the activities of others
31
  
He states in the first chapter the following, “When participants actions are based on dense social networks and connective 
structures and draw on consensual and action-oriented cultural frames, they can sustain these actions in conflict with 
powerful opponents (…) only in such cases are we in the presence of a social movement.”32  
 
Theodore Abel’s33conception of social movements is “a mode of pluralistic behavior as an organized mass-effort directed 
toward a change of established folkways or institutions”34. A social movement has two structural elements to it which are 
Ideology and Issue; Issue being “against” something and Ideology being “approving”. The Issue is the danger to ones values 
and ideology the opportunity to promote. Abel gives us his point of view on how to make a social movement assert able, he 
proposes that  
                                                 
30 Tarrow 2008: p.3 
31 Tarrow 2008: p.5 
32 Tarrow 2008: p. 10 
33 Theodore Abel was an associate professor of sociology at Columbia from 1929-1950. 
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1. The issue has to be common for many people  
2. There has to be a strong passionate reaction towards the antagonist  
3. Involves values such as money, status and power  
4. Locating the source of events from the antagonist  
5. Have an ideology which can bring down the threat; a good ideology contains appeal; it must be communicated to the 
public by using empathy and playing on emotion, it must link the solution to the issue and be proposed by an appealing 
leader(s) who can encourage the individuals to join his cause. 
 
The two theorists, Tarrow and Abel, agree on most points and that there is no passable theory on what and how a social 
movement works yet. This makes it hard to distinguish the differences between a political and a social movement, they can 
both result in legislations and changes in the public behavior and thoughts.  
 
 
Is Vegetarianism a social and/or political movement then? 
 
If we look at the facts and history given/written above, we can quickly rule out that vegetarianism was not a political 
movement. It was and never will be their intention or goal to change the laws in any country; save for animal welfare but 
this is not one of their key issues, it is closely related to their ideology though not the driving force. It is more difficult to 
determine if vegetarianism can be or is a social movement because there is no concrete theory to apply on this field. There 
are a lot of professors who are dedicated to develop a theory, though no one has been successful yet, all we have is a 
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description of what a social movement could be. Let us try applying Tarrow and Abel’s models on the vegetarian movement. 
The vegetarian movement in the Western World started out small with religion as a base; The Bible Christians and Emanuel 
Swedenborg used the bible and religion to justify their eating choices and to preach a new way of living. From there they 
migrated to America and to the capital of England trying to found social networks and prominent figures to help spread the 
word. This all fits well so far in the models Tarrow and Abel have described though the further on it does not. The vegetarian 
movement is solidarity with many groups in it, but they are not in conflict with anyone in particular as the organization 
PETA is; they are fighting for animal rights and welfare towards factory farming and others in the same line of work. The 
Vegetarian Society has an ideology that appeals to many but it is a minority who actually follow it, as “the majority of 
vegetarian groups are focused on diet and exchanging recipes instead of taking collective action with the ethics of the 
collective good”35 which means that they are not organized properly and do not really focus on the greatest amount of good 
for both humans and animals. It is not a collective action against anything, their key interest through the years has been 
health and as time has gone by they have adopted a few minor issues such as animal welfare and environment. Their 
ideology has always been that by being vegetarian one could maintain a healthy lifestyle and minimizing the risks of serious 
diseases. Later on it also came to contain an addition on sparing the environment by discouraging the mass-production of 
farmed animals as well as taking distance from the treatment of those.  
One could say that they are a social movement because they are made up of many small local groups who are influenced of 
the larger national organizations who supply them with information and pamphlets to distribute to their members.  If we look 
to Donna Maurer, sociologist and vegetarian, she states in her book “Vegetarianism : Movement or Moment”, that “As a 
movement, however, vegetarianism has maintained a marginal presence for almost two centuries. Because people generally 
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view diet as a personal choice rather than an expression of commitment to a collective effort, recruiting and maintaining 
members has been difficult.”36 There is a sort of solidarity in which members have their food choices in common, but other 
than that there is not much keeping them together. They have no adversaries who they are battling on certain rights, they 
“just” try to show people that there is another way to eat than traditions dictate, that we have a choice and say in what we 
consume. It has helped them forward as a so-called movement that PETA and other organizations promote them, but they do 
not come off as a serious movement with a clear goal.  
Their sole purpose is, as said above, to raise awareness on health by changing ones diet. This they have accomplished partly 
with a legislation that states that the month of October is now officially Vegetarian Awareness month. During this month 
NAVS (The National American Vegetarian Society) sends out information to the public about being a vegetarian and all the 
benefits towards being one, also as a private person one can sign up and receive posters, pamphlets, etc. to distribute in ones 
local neighborhood.  
 
In order to be a sustainable movement we agree with Donna Maurer that the vegetarian movement must improve their ability 
to show the public that their choices concerning food can have an impact. But to change this would require a huge effort 
which would include personal sacrifices from individuals since food is much more than a meal; it is associated with 
memories, tradition, ones identity, etc.; memories with one’s family at Christmas and on other special occasions, the 
traditions at holidays for example at Christmas some families eat pork and duck roast. Many also define themselves by their 
food choices: organic or not, local or non-local produced, healthy or unhealthy, exclusive or discount. The majority of 
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vegetarians are women and a percentage of these choose to be thus to achieve the lifestyle that vegetarianism promotes; 
health and wellbeing.  
 
Conclusion 
The vegetarian movement has been through a rollercoaster ride through time, mostly hardships but also small upsurges. 
Today it has become a recognized movement albeit a small one. It has moved from its religious roots to a more holistic 
movement with multiple aspects to it; health, animal rights, environmental challenges. All these are now a part of the 
national vegetarian movement, though in the small local groups it is primarily a social forum where the exchange of recipes 
and potluck dinners are held once a month.  
In a social movement aspect, we do not think that it will be a serious movement until they can convince the local groups and 
other non-vegetarian individuals to join the greater cause and maybe lay their pacifistic beliefs behind them. In the world we 
live in today, we need consistent and impenetrable action in order to change any problems. We see it with PETA, which is an 
aggressive movement, which got the USDA to change their animal welfare regulations within the field of factory farming, 
but even then it was a minimal change though it was a huge step for the animal rights movement.  
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Chapter 2 
 
In this chapter we will be focusing and discussing the ethics behind killing animals so humans can eat what they wish to. While 
doing this we will explain the theory utilitarianism in ethical context while also explaining the physiological way the human 
body is built to an extent. With this as background knowledge we will in a discussion show the different sides to whether it is 
right or wrong in principle that animals should get slaughtered with no further questions asked. Furthermore we know that 
there will be no completely right answer in this as it is a philosophical debate.  
There are so many implications and thoughts that you can have when discussing this. But one of the main objections that come 
to mind when researching within this is that it is not necessary for humans in the western and developed world to eat meat in 
order to have a healthy diet. Therefore a lot of opinions are that the slaughtering of animals is morally unreasonable. Why do 
we feel the need to make certain animals suffer in order for us to sooth our taste buds? And is the human body even built to 
consume and digest meat from other animals? 
 
Physical and digestive matters 
Although some historians and anthropologists differ on the matter, several studies show that human beings are not 
anatomically and physiological built or suitable to use meat as a part of the diet plan, just like the human is also not built to be 
quick enough to catch up with another mammal, preserve it with sharp claws and teeth, and rip it to pieces.  
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Nor are we as humans able to eat raw meat. Man invented the tools and the ways to prepare meat, but does that mean that they 
suddenly became predators and able to eat meat? It is a fact that human teeth are gnarled and made for chewing food from the 
plant world and not tearing apart meat as all the predators do.  Furthermore due to an enzyme called ptyalin that initiates the 
degradation of carbohydrates in the human body the digestion starts in the mouth. This is an enzyme that animal predators do 
not have because they, unlike humans, are natural carnivores, this is due to that predators do not really chew but they swallow 
their food and therefore the digestion does not start before the food reaches the stomach which also means that the animals 
contains about 10-15 times more gastric acid than a human being does.
37
 The human body, however, is missing the enzyme 
uric acid which the predators have and which breaks down the uric acid that the meat contains.  
The human bowel system is also much longer than the animals. This means that a decay of the meat occurs and toxins appear 
in the bowel after eating meat because the pass through in the human system takes too long. This is for example sometimes the 
reason for diseases like cancer, heart failures etc.  
Another thing with this is that vegetarians were once told that they did not get enough proteins when they did not eat meat, but 
this thesis is today not to be seen anywhere anymore and instead the news and the tabloids have started warning carnivores 
about too much protein in the food.  
Other than that; meat and meat products are the food that shows the biggest carbon footprint because meat is a very CO2 
concentrated item. It causes more greenhouse gases which discharges into the atmosphere. Greenhouse gases trap solar energy 
and therefore contribute to warming up the face of the earth which causes global warming.  
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Contrary to these beliefs some studies also show that people who do not eat meat, dairy and similar products do not get enough 
nutrients where protein is one of the most coveted ones. Lacking nutrients like these can make your health fail. Amongst other 
things people need protein and other nutrients get you a much better health and utility and therefore some people who are 
against vegetarianism think that the world should be focusing on the health of the human being instead of focusing on 
environmental problems, as the environmental issues will never be able to be solved if the health of the people who are 
supposed to work on solving them are not idealistic and it will not be unless they have the right diet. 
 
Utilitarianism and vegetarianism 
Utilitarianism is a theory within ethics. It states that the suitable course of accomplishments is the one that takes full advantage 
of utility also defined as capitalizing happiness and decreasing suffering. Others might say; “the greatest amount of good for 
the greatest number of people“38 In utilitarianism the ethical worth of a deed is determined by the outcome of the results even 
though there have been so many debates to how much time people should spend on considering the consequences of the 
actions if they are seen as wrong. This theory has for a long time been seen as the natural ethic of democracy working for the 
majority and not considering individual rights.  
As any other philosophical question this also has two sides. On one side we have chosen to look at the utilitarian and 
vegetarian Peter Singer and his arguments for vegetarianism and on the other side we will be looking at Jeremy R. Garrets 
                                                 
38 Kerby Anderson, Probe Ministries 2004, Probe Ministries Plano TX) 
http://www.probe.org/site/c.fdKEIMNsEoG/b.4224805/k.B792/Utilitarianism_The_Greatest_Good_for_the_Greatest_Number.htm 
34 
arguments against Peter Singers opinions and statements.
39
 Since Peter Singer is a vegetarian and Jeremy R. Garret is a 
carnivore we have chosen to put their arguments up against each other firmly knowing that they are discussing subjectively.  
Pro vegetarianism 
To start with Peter Singer applies utilitarianism to the debate of how we should treat animals. He finds this easy because what 
utilitarianism is basically trying to aim for is maximizing pleasure and minimizing pain. He states that many animals can feel 
pain and pleasure just like we as humans can and because they are able to he also means that they therefore have moral 
features; “In this respect they are like humans and unlike rocks.”40  He finds this statement so simple that he cannot grasp why 
people do not think of this. Furthermore he says that it is a matter of equality to remember that the matter of every living 
should be taken into account in the same ways within actions. With this he means that equality does not mean that everyone or 
everything should have equal or identical treatment, just that it should be taken into consideration equally.  
This has not been taken into consideration by many philosophers. As an example you can say that Aristotle’s41 opinion was 
that animals are in this world only for the humans. Adding to this another philosopher called Aquinas
42
 stated that we owe 
nothing to the animals and that everyone should find it so obvious that animals do not count equally. 
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With this in mind Peter Singer states that utilitarian’s can fight a long time for favoring animal rights to show that no beings 
should have their rights disregarded just because it is not a homo sapiens. He also states that it needs to be accentuated that this 
actually is the utilitarian theory. He thinks that there is a common misunderstanding that utilitarianism values only human 
beings and criticizes the philosopher Stuart Hampshire whose opinion is that the theory of utilitarianism; “places men at the 
very center of the universe…”43  
Furthermore in his book “Animal Liberation” Peter Singer argues that taking on a vegetarian diet does not imply huge 
sacrifices for us as humans.
44 
 Not in health issues, nor in being able to feed the growing population of the world. He also 
emphasizes that of course there is a huge importance of the pleasure in eating and the taste of what you eat, and if eating 
animal flesh was like eating a little bit of heaven it would make sense that certain people strictly do not want to be vegetarians 
but Singer does not think that meat is more delicious than the vegetarian diet. In this we must remember that Peter Singer 
himself is a vegetarian, so he cannot be relied upon to be impartial.  
Peter Singer as a utilitarian concludes his opinions with that he is perfectly aware of the fact that vegetarianism will not take 
over America, or any other country for that matter, overnight and if the vegetarian movement is going to succeed it is going to 
be by hitting the factory farming first and gradually fight for it being phased out.  
He also knows that the changing of one person’s view on vegetarianism and the other way around is not going to change the 
suffering of the animals right away. It takes a lot of time to see developments.  
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One of his very strong opinions within our subject is:  
-“If we are prepared to take the life of another being merely in order to satisfy our taste for a particular type of food, then that 
being is no more than a means to our end.”45  
Against vegetarianism 
Jeremy R. Garret somewhat agrees with Peter Singer in the matter that studies show that it is unhealthier to eat meat than a 
vegetarian diet. But he also argues that it is up to the common man to decide whether or not their diet should contain meat or 
not. They should not feel guilty that they have not chosen the vegetarian path and furthermore in order for the vegetarians to be 
much healthier than the carnivores they need to have a diet called the health vegetarianism which is more concentrated than the 
vegetarians as we know today and which is also people who are only vegetarians for the health reasons. 
Jeremy R. Garret also explains that there is no doubt about the health issues concerning a diet including meat. It is easier to get 
diseases from having an animalistic diet.
46
 In this article he argues that vegetarianism is utility-based. If one vegetarian seems 
to think that he or she can make a huge change and effect on the number of animals used for food then he or she would have a 
good reason to stay away from eating meat. But on the other hand the only changes those people can make in the world of 
carnivores and vegetarians are really just recruiting more people to join a vegetarian diet. It will not close down the factory 
farms or meat factories etc. it will just make a few more people not eat meat. Jeremy R. Garret also assumes in his thesis that 
the two different kinds of diet patterns will be able to eat the same amount of plant-based foods in the certain portions of the 
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calories that they intake within a day. The point is not how much plant-based food is eaten but what is chosen to eat on the 
side. It does not matter if it is meat or one chooses non-animalistic side dishes for the rest of the calories that they need 
throughout the day. Furthermore he states that no argument for being a vegetarian offers reason for every individual in the 
world to become one. He uses examples like; if people are prone to get a disease they are in need of consuming other things in 
their diet than plant-based things. It is a need for their body to get a lot of proteins and therefore a plant-based diet does not 
give enough proteins in his opinion. Also all people should be able to decide for themselves to whether or not they want to eat 
animalistic products. People around the world are perfectly capable of deciding for themselves whether or not they enjoy the 
animalistic products and whether it outweighs the morality of it.
47
  
Moving away from Jeremy R. Garret some other articles where people have written against vegetarianism is focusing on the 
fact that it is not possible for few people in the world to change the minds of the rest of the world into cutting meat out of the 
diets. And you might ask yourself, what would happen if everyone actually stopped eating meat? The slaughtering of animals 
is a part of the circle that runs in our world. The way of life and what happens if the humans start messing with the natural way 
of life? 
  
Survey and voxpop 
In the process of this project we have organized a survey on the internet and also used the same questions from the survey to 
do a voxpop. When analyzing the answers of this it became very clear that a lot of people are puzzled within the questions of 
                                                 
47 Garret 2007: All Pages 
38 
ethics when it comes to eating the meat of certain animals. Although most of the people who have answered the questions of 
the survey/voxpop are carnivores they all believe that animals have rights. The majority of the participants about 71 %
48
 have 
considered the ethics of eating meat and almost all of them (about 67 %) feel that it is alright to eat pigs over dogs even though 
studies show that the pig has more brain activity and is a smarter animal than the dog. With this taken into consideration it is an 
interesting aspect that while doing the voxpop on the streets our personal experience was that a lot of people were conflicted 
when being asked these questions.  
In many countries and societies the question of killing animals to eat their meat has become an issue and something that people 
put up doubt about.
49
  
There are ethical objections to this subject and one of the main objections are whether it is an unnecessary act to kill certain 
animals just in order to get their flesh without thinking about their rights and the ethics behind. In many cases the objections 
occur on behalf of animal rights or religious reasons. As an example to the religious reasons you can say that it, in India, is 
forbidden to slaughter cows to eat the meat because the cow is a religious figure in the people of India’s beliefs. But why does 
every country in the world not have a sacred animal like this? Many people believe that it is more right to eat pork than it is to 
slaughter a dog and eat their meat. It is common for people to react strongly if the news and or the tabloids have a story about 
China or other Asian countries, where they actually eat the meat of dogs.
50
 And in the Muslim world it is heinous to eat pig 
because they think that the meat, blood and flesh of the pig are impure. Is this odd? It might be a discussion that you can take 
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over and over again with different people. In the Western World it is very natural for the people that the dog is seen as a pet 
and not a course on the restaurant menu, therefore it is absolutely not something that people find acceptable when they hear 
about the animals they see as pets being slaughtered and eaten.  
It is certain that you can put up a lot of different objections to this concern, but the fact of the matter is that a lot of people all 
around the world eat meat without thinking about the ethical implications or giving thought to the animals whether or not they 
have a right to live.  Some meat consumers withhold from eating the meat and products from animals that they think have not 
been treated well in their lives, for example animals being raised at factory farms.
51
 Whilst other people decide to completely 
stay away from meat and therefore follows vegetarian or vegan diets, not solitary because of the moral concerns in eating the 
meat, but mostly because of the treatment and slaughtering of the different animals. These are statements that maybe should be 
thought about since one of the main directions in the Western World and in the Christian religion is that “you should treat 
others as you want to be treated yourself”. Therefore it is stated that since it is almost certain to say that humans do not wish to 
be eaten, as should animals be spared for it. Though to argue against this you can say that the rule has never been spoken of or 
discussed within non-human matters. But some people believe that in order to raise animals so they can get killed and eaten it 
is not possible to treat them as they deserve, it therefore may be dependent on different situations how the view on the animals 
are differentiated.  
In the Western World meat is seen as a somewhat luxurious dish and therefore some say that in the Western World it is simply 
seen as a right thing to slaughter the millions of animals. But who says that is correct? 
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In some cultures they believe in reincarnation. It is therefore believed that any living person or animal can be the soul of 
someone you used to know and love. In those cultures it is therefore common to be vegetarians. In a country like India that is 
the situation. High percentages of the population in India are vegetarians and have been through their whole lives. They cannot 
dream of being carnivores because as mentioned Hinduism and Buddhism believes in the fact that a family member or a close 
friend can be born as an animal of some kind. Who would want to risk killing and eating their family member without being 
aware of this?   
 
As earlier stated there are so many sides to this issue. Will people around the world ever be able to agree on whether or not it is 
right or wrong to slaughter animals to get the meat? All people have their own opinions so therefore this, as so many other 
issues, can be discussed from now on and for years to come.  
Vegetarians will keep asking questions about why carnivores feel they need to make the animals suffer so they can eat their 
meat and as will carnivores keep asking why they cannot be accepted for the lifestyle they have chosen when they accept the 
vegetarian lifestyle. 
Conclusion  
The biggest factor in this must be knowledge. But all knowledge is relative. We all have some sort of understanding and 
opinions on whether or not it is right or wrong in principle to eat the meat of animals. Our belief is that our surroundings have 
a large impact on our life path, what environment we are born into, how we are raised and which people we socialize with 
through our lives determines how we choose to live it whether it is biological, physiological or religious. Taking an example 
41 
with the religious aspect (as earlier mentioned); Muslims keep away from pork meat because they find it impure, people from 
India do not eat beef because the cow is holy in their country and in the Buddhist and Hindi religion some people choose to 
keep away from meat because reincarnation is a big part of those religions.
52
 Growing up in the Western World, we are 
ignorant to the major role that our environment and peers play in the development of our lives. This is indeed relevant in our 
decisions of what diets we as humans choose to have in life. If we are born into a vegetarian environment and family, the 
chances that we become vegetarians ourselves are big. It is rare that a complete vegetarian family gets a child that becomes a 
carnivore; at least it does not happen in the first part of their lives. 
Some people break free of the norms that are expected from the environments they were born into, but some studies have also 
shown that people who rebel against the norms are never able to leave them completely. There will always be some 
expectations of their past surroundings remaining in their subconscious. But is this also the case with carnivores who have 
once been vegetarians or the other way around? 
One might say that you can ask around most of the world for an answer to this discussion, but people will never agree what is 
right and what is wrong. Some people speak in favor of the animals because they believe they have rights in the same degree as 
people, while others do not feel that animals should have any rights at all and their opinions might be the same as Aristotle’s, 
as former mentioned, that animals exists for human benefits.  
But can one say that one opinion is better than others? Who are we as such a small part of the world to decide what is right and 
wrong? And does it really matter?  
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Chapter 3 
To fully understand the ethical issues behind eating meat, we find it very relevant to give an insight of farming in both USA 
and Denmark.  We will give a description of what is going on in both factory- and organic farming. Of course it is not possible 
for me, to investigate every single dimension of these ways of farming. 
We chose these examples to show some of the most exposed animals, and therefore also some of the most vulnerable animals 
in the farming industry. 
We are investigating this, in order to enlighten the problem about the ethical implications of eating meat, and if the ethical 
implications changes if the animal has been treated humanely. 
Factory farming in the U.S 
In the 1920’s in the U.S, something big happened. Vitamin A and D was discovered, and farmers started adding these vitamins 
to the feed. This was the bright beginning of factory farming, as animals no longer needed sunlight or even exercise, in order 
for them to grow. This allowed animals to stay in all year long.
53
 
Although this sounded good, there was one major problem – diseases started to spread faster, as many animals were stuck 
together in a closed area. Therefore, the development of antibiotics became a big subject.  
Farmers realized that with these new methods, they could reduce all the costs while increasing the productivity, especially in 
the number of animals.
54
 This would at first seem to be a great thing, but unfortunately, it has resulted in a lot of pain and 
suffering for a large number of animals.
55
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More consumers are becoming aware of the facts of factory farming each day and also concerned with how the animals are 
treated on the farms. Factory farms have basically replaced the natural farm settings with a more industrial and mechanic 
setting, in order to make to most money. A factory farm is characterized as; using crates and cages that isolate the animals 
from each other in order to save space, an industry manipulating the diet so that it interferes with the animal’s health, growth 
and diseases as well as using a large amount of antibiotics to keep the farm animals alive.
56
 
 
Animals raised on factory farms today are pumped with antibiotics and hormones to make them grow faster. 
57
 
The animals are squeezed together on very little space, to gain as much profit as possible with the lowest cost as possible, and 
about 50 billions of land animals are slaughtered every year worldwide, in order for us to produce meat, dairy products, eggs 
etc.
58
 In the U.S, the number is 9 billions of land animals.
59
 
 
Cattle 
Cattle are bred for two purposes; dairy products and meat. In the meat industry, especially veal calves have been seen suffering 
a lot from the way humans treat them.
60
 The veal industry is a direct by-product of all the unwanted male calves, which the 
dairy industry cannot use. About one million calves are slaughtered every year, for veal, in the US.
61
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On these factory farms for veal calves, the animals are kept in small crates which prevent movement and inhibit muscle 
growth. This is done in order for the meat to become as tender as possible, and they are fed with a specific diet deficient of iron 
to keep their flesh pale as well.
62
 Veal calves are confined each day, as they only live for 18-20 weeks in wooden crates and 
with a chain around their neck. The chain is fastened to the crate, and the crate measures 6 feet long and 2 feet wide. 
This prevents the calf from lying down, turning or stretching – which is all to get a more tender beef.63 
 
As a result of the calves not being able to move in the crates, their muscles are extremely underdeveloped. This makes it very 
hard for the calves to walk to the slaughterhouse.
64
 Another result of these small and isolated crates is the calves’ social 
behavior. A normal cow or calf would groom, rest, lie down, digest etc, but all of this is impossible for a veal calf in a small 
crate. There is no bedding in their crates, as a result of the concern for the calves eating the bedding and that the meat would 
get colored, so the calves have to sleep on hard wooden floor in their own excrements. 
65
 
The result of these small crates, preventing the calves from their natural movement, causes kicking, head tossing and shaking 
and scratching, which is all signs indicating stress. 
66
 Another factor is the physical effect, which we have already explained a 
bit. The calves are not able to move and combined with their special diet, this results in poor health for the calves. Most of the 
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veal calves suffer from digestive problems, abnormal gut development and stomach ulceration. Research has shown that veal 
calves in crates are more prone to diseases than calves are raised in organic farming e.g., and that they need three times more 
medication than other calves.
67
 
 
Another aspect of the cattle in factory farming is dairy cattle. Dairy cattle are bred for high milk production.  
When the calves are born, they are separated from their mother immediately after their birth. The female-born calves are raised 
to replace the older dairy cows. After three to four years, the dairy cows are slaughtered and made into ground beef.
68
 
There are approximately 9 million dairy cows in the U.S and they are producing around 100 pounds of milk every day – this is 
ten times more, than they would normally produce naturally. The reason why they can produce so much milk is because they 
are pumped with hormones, their genes are manipulated and they are forced to have a calf every twelve months.
69
 
A cow has a nine-month gestation period, so it is only logic that it is very exhausting for the dairy cows to have a calf once a 
year. The cows are re-impregnated, while they are still recovering from their previous pregnancy. This makes the cow able to 
produce milk for the seven of the nine months they are pregnant, which is a lot of constant pressure for the cow’s body to 
maintain.
70
 
 
A cow living a natural life, eating grass, would never be able to produce milk at the level it is expected on modern dairy farms, 
therefore the dairy cows are given a special high-energy feed. The unnatural rich diet can cause metabolic disorders in the 
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cow’s body, e.g. ketosis and laminitis.71 Ketosis is a disease easily caught by high producing dairy cows. The symptoms are 
weight loss, bad appetite and a smell of acetone when the cow exhales.
72
 Laminitis is an aseptic infection in the skin around the 
hoof, which in worst case scenario can cause lameness.
73
 
 
Approximately half of the dairy cattle suffer from mastitis – an infection in the breast tissue, in their udders.  
A list of other diseases such as Bovine Leukemia, Johne’s disease etc. is also often seen in U.S.A.74 
Another disease caused by the intensive and high level milk production is called “Milk Fever”.  
“Milk fever” is caused by calcium deficiency, and is one of the most common metabolic disorders and also the most common 
cause of sudden death in dairy cattle.
75
 
The hormone BGH is a synthetic hormone, injected in the cattle to make them produce more milk which almost doubles the 
milk production. The hormone not only causes poor health for the cow, it also has a side effect which increases the percentage 
of calves born with a birth defect.
76
 
 
As written earlier, dairy cattle are slaughtered and made into ground beef at some point. As a result of the poor life of dairy 
cattle on factory farms, some of the cows are not able to walk or even stand – these cows are called downed cows.  
Downed cows are therefore dragged or pushed by machines, to move them to the slaughterhouse.  
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The conclusion to the life of dairy cows and veal calves on factory farms in the U.S are clear. There is a lot of suffering in both 
industries. In some way, there is not even a moral difference – whether you are drinking a glass of milk or eating a steak, it is 
all made from animals that have suffered just for the sake of us eating beef or drinking milk. 
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Broiler chickens 
Chickens raised for their flesh are called broiler chickens by the meat industry. They spend their lives in windowless sheds, 
typically 40.000 birds in one shed. A chicken can normally function very well in a group of max. 90 chickens, as this allows 
the chicken to find a pecking spot. But when the birds are stocked together in thousands, no such thing is possible and the 
chickens will start peck at each other in frustration, causing both injury and death.
77
 The factory farm industry has completely 
changed the way that chickens are raised. Birds are raised and slaughtered at half the time they were just 50 years ago – but 
now, they are twice as big. Because most people like to eat the white meat, they redesigned the chickens to develop large 
breasts. 
78
 For an 8 week old chicken, the average breast is seven times heavier, than 25 years ago. 
Because of this unnatural weight gain, the birds are living with a big risk of heart attacks and collapsed lungs. This is also 
something we are seeing in the movie Food Inc, as Carole Morrison, Perdue grower, tells us, that the birds cannot keep up with 
the weight that they are carrying. Their legs simply cannot carry their body, and the broiler chickens are therefore not able to 
walk. This also prevents them from acting like they would naturally.
79
 Each year, almost 9 billion chickens are raised only for 
their meat, in the U.S alone
80
. 
 
The fact that these broiler chickens are placed in sheds that is extremely overcrowded has also resulted in diseases.  
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“I was almost knocked to the ground by the overpowering smell of feces and ammonia. My eyes burned and so did my lungs, 
and I could neither see nor breathe …. There must have been 30,000 chickens sitting silently on the floor in front of me. They 
didn’t move, didn’t cluck. They were almost like statues of chickens living in nearly total darkness, and they would spend every 
minute of their six-week lives that was.” This is how Michael Specter, longtime staff writer for The New Yorker wrote after a 
visit at a chicken shed.
81
 
A lot of the birds suffer from chronic respiratory diseases, bronchitis, weakened immune systems etc.  
The sheds are extremely filthy and the chickens are fed a large amount of antibiotics, in order for the farmers to keep them 
alive. The chickens are living under circumstances that would normally kill them, so this simply would not be possible without 
the antibiotics. In fact, chickens are given approximately a four doubled amount of antibiotics as humans or cattle in the 
states.
82
 The chicken excrements are layering on the floor in the shed, and bacteria starts to grow, which causes the air to get 
filled with dust, ammonia and also fungal spores. The chickens live very stressful lives, where they are confined in these dark 
sheds with almost no space.
83
 
 
Once the chickens have reached the optimal weight, they are transported to the slaughtering facilities. 
Teams are catching the birds, preferably at night, when the chickens are laying down. 
In Food Inc. there is a scene with a team picking up the birds at 1 am, recorded with a hidden camera. The men are literally 
throwing the birds into the vehicle that is supposed to transfer them to the slaughtering facilities and kicking them as well.
84
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When the chickens arrive at the slaughtering, they are hung upside-down. After this they get stunned in an electrical bath, but 
since not every one of the chickens gets stunned by this, many chickens are slaughtered while being conscious. 
 
Broiler chickens live, as veal calves and dairy cattle, some pretty unhappy lives in pain, suffering and under unnatural 
circumstances.  
They get pumped with high-energy food and antibiotics, which is causing diseases and health issues.  
Although there is a more humane way of raising and slaughtering animals, it seems like an vicious circle where farmers do not 
really see any other possibilities. 
Luckily, there are some organic farmers in the U.S as well. 
 
Organic farming in the U.S 
In the movie Food Inc. we are introduced to Joel Salatin, the owner of Polyface Farms. He is running a natural farm where the 
cattle are on grass and the chickens are in floorless field shelters with fresh air and grass under their feet. 
On the Polyface Farm’s website, the production of cattle are described as “Herbivores in nature exhibit three characteristics: 
mobbing for predator protection, movement daily onto fresh forage and away from yesterday’s droppings, and a diet 
consisting of forage only … our goal is to approximate this template as closely as possible”85 and the production of broiler 
chickens are described as “we use floorless, portable field shelters housing about 75 birds each to grow these 8-week meat 
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birds. Moved daily to a fresh pasture paddock, these birds receive fresh air, exercise, sunshine, and all the genetically 
modified organism-free local grain they want.”86 
Compared to the settings on a factory farm, this is a great natural environment for the animals. 
 
There are some standards applying to organic live-stock farming. The standards apply to animals that are used for meat, milk, 
eggs and also other animal products – as long as they are represented as organically produced. 
The standards are as following: 
 
· “Animals for slaughter must be raised under organic management from the last third of gestation, or no later than the 
second day of life for poultry.  
·  Producers are required to feed livestock agricultural feed products that are 100 percent organic, but may also provide 
allowed vitamin and mineral supplements.  
· Producers may convert an entire, distinct dairy herd to organic production by providing 80 percent organically 
produced feed for 9 months, followed by 3 months of 100 percent organically produced feed.  
· Organically raised animals may not be given hormones to promote growth, or antibiotics for any reason.  
· Preventive management practices, including the use of vaccines, will be used to keep animals healthy.  
· Producers are prohibited from withholding treatment from a sick or injured animal; however, animals treated with a 
prohibited medication may not be sold as organic.  
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· All organically raised animals must have access to the outdoors, including access to pasture for ruminants. They may be 
temporarily confined only for reasons of health, safety, the animal's stage of production, or to protect soil or water 
quality.
87” 
 
The organic farming standards say nothing about transportation, which can violate the whole idea about animal welfare.  
 
Danish agriculture 
Denmark is a small country with only 5.5 million inhabitants; even so the Danish farming produces goods for about 15 million 
people. Farming is and has always been an important part of Danish economy and culture. Danish agricultural legislation is 
mostly controlled by EU. Farming products made by EU countries are secured a sale price above the world market, regardless 
of whether the sale goes to the home market, EU or other markets. Economic Danish agriculture has had a great benefit from 
EU’s agricultural policy.88 As a farmer in EU it is possible to be approved to economical support. But the support is very 
expensive and amounted about 30 % of the EU budget and as more countries join EU, it gets too expensive to provide the 
support. Though 42 % of the EU budget in 2006 went to the agricultural policy, the percentage is descending.
 89
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Danish consumption of ecology is one of the highest in the world and despite the economic world crisis, the ecological 
consumption is rising.
90
 The export of Danish organic goods has tripled from 2005 to 2009 which led to a value of the exported 
organic goods in 2009 amounted to 743 million Danish crowns. The progress is mostly in export of dairy and meat.
91
 There are 
almost 2700 producers of organic products in Denmark. The Danish company Arla is the biggest manufacturer of organic milk 
in the world, and 34% of Danish milk is ecological.
92
 
Danish broilers 
The average Dane eats 24 kilos of chicken every year. Half of the chicken meat is produced in Denmark. 107.000 Danish 
broiler chickens are hatched every year and sorted in boxes carrying 100 chickens each. Danish chicken farmers have very 
strict rules for nurturing chickens. They are placed in big halls with the temperature they would experience when sitting under 
the wing of a hen, 34 degrees Celsius and a proper humidity, which still keeps the hall dry. Because Denmark is a member of 
EU there are a lot of common restrictions for the Danish farmers to follow but Denmark has an even stricter agricultural 
legislation. Thereby Danish chickens are some of the safest to eat in the world. The Danish broiler has a certain amount of 
hours for resting where the lights are turned off in the hall. The chickens live in the hall for 37-38 days before a truck comes to 
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get them. The chickens are pushed with soft rubber fingers onto a conveyer running them into boxes. When they are stacked on 
the truck they are taken to the slaughterhouse.
93
  
At the slaughterhouse the broilers are by hand lifted out of the boxes and hanged by their feet in special hangers on a convey so 
they hang upside down. The convey take the broilers to a conductive water basin where their heads pass through the water 
leaving the broilers unconscious before they come to the slaughter machine where the carotid artery is cut and the broilers die. 
This way of slaughter is an animal-welfare problem as the broiler is congested hanging upside down. Some broilers do not get 
correctly electrified which means that the broiler is still conscious when the carotid artery is cut.   
Danish production of organic eggs 
The price difference between organic eggs and non-organic eggs is quite big. The organic eggs are much more expensive than 
the conventional eggs and that puts a major pressure on the organic farmers. It is much more expensive to produce organic 
eggs than conventional because when the hens scratch more in the ground and eat more roughage, they lay fewer eggs, and 
there by the producers demand a high price.
94
 The organic farmers could adjust the price to make it fit the market, but Danish 
organic farmers do not feel that it is their responsibility to compete on the market. If the buyers want to compete on the market, 
they have to pay for it themselves. Only problem is, they cannot afford it. This means, the price on organic eggs will not go 
down until the organic farmers or grossers find a way to compete on the market.
95
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Ecological eggs come from hens living in houses with max 3000 birds in the flock with 6 hens allowed per square meter where 
eggs from hens in conventional productions are allowed 13 birds per square meter. At least a third of the floor must be supplied 
with bedding, like straw or sand. There must be daylight in the barn and they have to have access to out-door areas covered in 
grass or other vegetation. Hens in conventional productions still have to have nests and the possibility of sand-bathing to clean 
themselves.
96
 
Danish cattle production 
When the calf is born, it is taken from its mother immediately. It is moved to a special stable where the farmer takes care of it. 
At first it is alone in a small booth, but after a few weeks it is moved to another stable where it shares a booth with the many 
other calves. In order to produce milk, a cow must have given birth to a calf thereby the average cow is pregnant once a year. 
To follow the high demand for milk, the cows are producing much more milk than nature intended which often leads to painful 
udder inflammation and back pain. 
There are 4.5 million cows in Denmark, 2/3 is for meat. 10 years ago 8/10 of the cows grazed but as the barns developed, they 
were designed to meet the cow’s needs for socialization and exercise, but even so it will never be the same for a cow as coming 
outside. More cows were held inside and now only 34 % of the cows graze in the summer. Even though the barns take account 
of the cow’s needs, cows that stay inside all their lives often get problems with their legs, hooves, high mortality rate and 
aggression. Some of them get bedsores because of the overly thin mattresses which they lay on 10-12 hours a day. In 
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conventional productions the cows mostly lay on the thin mattresses, but in organic productions the cows have straw to lie on 
which prevents the bedsores.
97
 
European pork production 
During an investigation of 200 pork production facilities in countries within EU, they found that EU legislation was regularly 
violated everywhere. The pigs were living in bare facilities and the deceased pigs were not removed from the pens. Pigs for 
reproduction are kept in overly small boxes. They cannot turn or move at all for the 3 months, 3 weeks and 3 days they are 
pregnant. The boxes are illegal in England and Sweden and EU has forbidden them almost entirely but it is still possible to use 
them for the first 4 weeks of the pregnancy even though European Food Safety Authority has concluded that it harms the pig. 
Few days before they give birth, the pigs are relocated to an even smaller booth where they almost cannot move at all. After 
the piglets are born, the sow is kept in the small box for another 4 weeks and as she cannot turn over, the opportunity to take 
any care of her cup is taken away from her. Farmers claim that the small boxes is to make sure the sow does not lay on the new 
born pigs but investigations show that a slightly larger booth with a pole in the center is just as efficient. After 4 weeks the cup 
is taken from their mother and put in a booth with pigs from other cups. It is not a big shock for the young pigs to be taken 
away from their mother at that time, but it is very stressful for the pigs to be in a booth with pigs from other cups and the risk 
of taking on a disease is much bigger. EU legislation says that the pigs are to have straw or something else for rummaging, but 
many farmers violate the law. When the pigs do not have anything to explore, they turn to the only other thing they have, each 
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other. They bite each other’s tails and ears. To prevent this, the farmers cut of the tails. It is illegal to cut the tails of routinely, 
but according to an investigation made by EU, 90 % of farmers in EU still do it.
98
 
Because of the big cups the piglets often get damaged during fights for the nipples. It is illegal to cut the canines and EU has 
demanded that the farmers find an alternative, but many European farmers still cut them and it is extremely painful for the new 
born pigs.  
Danish pork production 
In Denmark the control on animal production is much better than in many other European countries. Public samplings are 
made, Videncenter for Svineproduktion have their own control and all farmers have a control system for animal welfare and 
hygiene of feeding. Organic pig production is also assigned control from Animal Protection. 
About 50,000 ecological pigs are slaughtered every year. Danish legislation says that they have to have straw to explore and 
sleep in, they have to go loose and they have to have access to outdoor areas at least 150 days during the summer period. 
During the winter they can be held in the stable but some of them have outdoor access their entire lives. At their indoor area 
they have to have at least 2.3 square meters available each if they weigh more than 100 kilos. The ecological pig’s area is three 
times bigger than the ordinary pig’s. When the ecological pig is giving birth it takes place in small huts outside and the pigs get 
to stay with their mother for 7 weeks. The piglets are mostly outside where they develop their rooting. Cutting the tails is 
illegal, but the male pigs are usually neutered to prevent fights and to make the meat taste better. They have to have outdoor 
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access and they require straw and roughage. Of all the food the ecological pig eats, 80 % is organic. 
99
 Another thing different 
from the ordinary pig’s legislation is medication. The conventional pig is only to be medicated by directions from a vet and is 
held a certain amount of time from the slaughterhouse. If an organic produced pig is unhealthy it gets treated by directions 
from the vet like the conventional pig but is held twice the amount of time before they are transported to the slaughterhouse. 
The transportation of conventional pigs has a time limit of 24 hours, where organic pigs are allowed to be transported for 8 
hours; but even so it is rarely the case. The average Danish pig’s time of transport to the slaughterhouse is about 3 hours.100  
Comparison 
When comparing the legislation made by EU and Danish legislation, we see that the Danish legislation of agriculture is much 
stricter and performs better control with the farmers. Even though Denmark is only subject to the EU legislation of agriculture, 
Danish legislation ensures animal-welfare better than obligated.  
The investigation of Danish and American agriculture suggests that Danish legislation is more focused on animal-welfare than 
American legislation. In USA there is a comprehensive focus on producing as much food for the smallest cost possible. In 
USA the animals are genetically modified almost to death; and even though many Danish animals are fed with genetically 
modified food, the manipulation of the animal structure is not overly used so it harms the animal. American broilers are 
genetically manipulated to contain more white meat which causes difficulty walking and they live their entire lives in the dark. 
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In Denmark there is legislation of how many hours the broilers can spend in the dark only to make sure that they rest at the 
same time, which gives them more peace to rest. 
When broilers are transported in the U.S. they are thrown into the truck like they were unfeeling objects, possibly because they 
cannot walk themselves due to the genetically modifications. Many of the broilers suffer during the inhumane transport. In 
Denmark the broilers are led onto a conveyer by soft rubber tentacles. The process of slaughter is the same in Denmark as in 
the U.S. The broilers are unnecessarily loaded and stressed.  
Otherwise Danish legislation takes more account of the health and needs of the animals in the agricultural industries. 
 
Implication of the theories on our treatment of animals 
We chose to use utilitarianism and deontology in order for us to enlighten whether the ethical implications changes if the 
animals are treated humanely before they are slaughtered. 
 
Classical utilitarianism has one goal – to minimize pain and maximize pleasure. This makes animals morally significant 
entities, since most animals are able to feel both pleasure and pain.  In this case, they have moral status which makes them 
more like humans.
101
 This is a very simple point of view, but to most people, it makes good sense. Since animals feel pleasure 
and pain, they have an interest and because of this, they are meant to be taken into consideration when choosing whether an 
action is wrong or right, if the action involves the animals in a way that could either maximize/minimize their pleasure/pain. 
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Every living creature that is capable of feeling these two things, are to be taken into account. Peter Singer quotes himself 
saying “the basic principle of equality does not require equal or identical treatment; it requires equal consideration102” 
As Peter Singer also states the importance of this principle of allowing animal’s moral standing, lies in the consequences of 
many philosophers denying animal’s moral standing. 
Philosophers like Kant, Aristotle and Aquinas have all given their point of view on this.  
Aristotle said that animals do only exist for the sake of man. Aquinas said that we do not owe charity to animals, and Kant said 
that we have no duties to animals.
103
 
Utilitarianism is defending the claim that no creature should have their interest disregarded simply because it is not human. 
Deontology on the other hand, almost sees animals as “things”. All the abilities considered important in deontology e.g. the 
ability of being rational, are abilities seen as something only humans can contain. This is seen from Kant’s point of view.104 
In some ways you can say that, you act morally when you do your duty and vice-versa. 
An example found on http://www.animalethics.org.uk states the following: “A rancher might hate shooting predators but 
accepts that he has an obligation to protect his cattle regardless of his action's impact on wildlife. A researcher might keep an 
animal in pain because he believes he has a responsibility to find a cure for a disease. Alternatively, however, as your duty to 
animal-kind you might devote yourself to saving wildlife from ranchers or might release laboratory animals used in 
experiments - moral thinking can work in more than one direction.
105” 
And as Kant says, we have no duties to animals.  
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Conclusion 
If we think about animals as creatures with rights and moral standards, it is automatically morally wrong to kill animals. 
Animals raised only for the sake of being killed, are being “used” and not respected or treated with respect. The animals are 
being treated as a product, and not as an actual living animal. Even though the animals are treated humanely in the process 
before slaughtering, it still remains morally wrong. If you think an animal has rights, killing the animal is definitely a clear 
violation of the particular animal’s right. 106 When talking about rights here, we are seeing things in a philosophical way.  
It is more a question of animal interests, in some way. 
The interests violated in e.g. factory farming is; the interest of the animal to live in their natural conditions, to be free from 
pain, to eat natural and to live healthy with no medical intervention.
107
 Though this applies a lot to factory farming, it does also 
apply to organic farming. The animals raised in organic farming are living a somewhat natural life, but in addition to the 
animals living in the nature, it is not 100% natural. 
 
A lot of people do not believe that animals have rights, but many people still think of animals as important creatures which 
interests should not be violated. 
The problem is that some of these people still enjoy eating meat, so we are facing a conflict between human interests and 
animal interests as we discussed earlier in the report. 
 
                                                 
106 BBC ethics guide, title: Eating animals viewed 10/12/2012 http://www.bbc.co.uk/ethics/animals/using/eating_1.shtml  
107BBC ethics guide, title: Eating animals viewed 10/12/2012  http://www.bbc.co.uk/ethics/animals/using/eating_1.shtml 
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Chapter 4 
 
“What is the proper definition of a soul?” is a question that lies within psychophysics108, and is a significant problem that 
philosophy deals with. Most living creatures involve blood, flesh, muscles and tendons, but are also in possession of the ability 
to think, react and feel. The debate that arises with both humans and animals possessing these two gifts is whether these are 
actually linked or not. Some of us think that the flesh of the body and the thought of the mind are completely essential 
different. But nonetheless, the body can affect the thoughts, and thoughts can cause the body to move. How does soul and body 
interact? In the following we will illustrate two different philosophers view upon what it takes to include a soul, and compare 
them in a discussion. We believe it is relevant to investigate what the soul is, because it can be looked upon as being the key in 
an investigation on whether there are ethical implications in slaughtering animals. If animals do not have a soul, if they are not 
able to possess a reflection towards life, if they cannot express basic needs – then what are they? Definitely not like humans. If 
the theory about animals mentioned above is the case, should there then be ethical problems in killing them? 
 
                                                 
108 Psychophysics investigates the relationship between physical stimuli and the sensations/perceptions they affect. 
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Plato: The soul consists of three basic energies.
109
 
 
Plato is appropriate for inclusion - he presents the opinion of humans being significantly distinct from other living animals, and 
hands out interesting explanations upon the subject.   
In the following, we will illustrate Plato’s reflections regarding the mind/body issue. We will furthermore use this text as 
illustration of the first opinion on the existence of souls in animals. 
 
In short terms, Plato argues that human beings consist of three basic energies, all of which are required for us to have a soul: 
Reason, Emotion and Appetite. Emotion and Appetite are regarded as being what he calls ‘lower passions’, while Reason must 
by all means be regarded as being the most valuable one. He argues that if a human being can let Reason be dominant at all 
times in his life and furthermore control his lower passions in Emotion and Appetite, then he will be internally indestructible, 
and have a proper soul. 
 
Happiness is central to Plato, and is the value that he emphasizes regarding his theory about soul. You could argue that soul 
and theory has a certain link between them, but how is this so? Immediately because he claims that animals possess only two 
of the basic life energies, both ones that do not involve the ability to experience happiness. The two basic energies that animals 
have, also called ‘the lower passions’ are Appetite and Emotion. They can feel threatened and they can feel hungry. But they 
                                                 
109This section will be based on secondary literature, an article that is based on enlightening Plato’s theories form his major work “The Republic”. http://www.essortment.com/plato-theory-soul-
21637.html 
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have no soul. The third energy, Reason, is the indisputably most valuable one of the three, since it is the condition needed for 
us to be able to feel happy – it is our sense, and is basically what separates us from the animals. 
 
Plato put forward a pair of opposites, which describes his theory in short sentences, stating: 
 
1. If x is happy, then x is just
 
2. If x is just, then x is happy.
110
 
 
According to the article, critics thought about the first sentence with their eyebrows raised and replied confidently, that tyrants 
can easily be happy even though they are unjust.  
For the second sentence, the criticism toward it argues that saints (the ones living a moral and ethical correct life, people who 
are just) also suffer, and are not necessarily happy.  
One could say that these statements immediately contradict the phrases above created by Plato, but he came ahead of the critics 
and defended his theories, stating: 
 
In skepticism and criticism, this is where his theory really starts to take form. This is where he gets to argue against skepticism: 
if you have critic and a theory, and the critic is right, then there would be no theory. So he gets ahead of his opponents with 
remarkable force, letting us know that the three basic energies that he put forward, emotion, appetite and reason, all need to be 
in proper order for one to feel happy. When appetite and emotion are controlled by Reason, then one will become Just. 
                                                 
110 http://www.essortment.com/plato-theory-soul-21637.html 
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Plato corresponding to the first argument against his first sentence: (:Plato theory of the soul) 
A tyrant acts on the lower energy levels (Appetite and Emotion). They do not act upon their common sense, not what is right to 
do – they act and react either on fear and what they are afraid of not being able to do, or act on greed toward wealth and power.  
Precisely because that Reason has such a small impact on a tyrants decisions, a tyrant will eventually be torn apart, and robbed 
the ability to live a happy life; If one is letting the power of lower passions be in control, he will become doomed to possess a 
disorded soul. 
 
Plato corresponding to the argument against his second sentence: (:Plato theory of the soul) 
He says that the soul is whenever everything is against you, and you still find peace and happiness within your mind. In other 
words: when Reason dominates. A tyrant will never be able to find happiness in soul and mind, because he is ruled by emotion 
and appetite, all which are constantly being provoked and challenged through life. While ones Reason never will be challenged 
and provoked.  
 
To emphasize and illustrate what he is trying to say, he uses the story of a “tragic hero111”. A tragic hero is one who loses the 
battle externally, but is still a hero internally. He had lived a happy life, and found peace in his mind. For the Emotion part: We 
have all experienced that in a persons life, one will constantly be emotionally knocked out, experience shattered love, be afraid 
of dying, scared of being chased or simply be worried about loved ones. So this particular energy, emotion, is constantly 
                                                 
111From article refered, “Plato theory of the soul”, box 5, line 9.  
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challenged. When it comes to Appetite: if you do not get food, sex and money to live for, you will once again become 
vulnerable. In other words: Appetite is as well as Emotion challenged all through life. But, Plato says, if you let these two 
lower passions win, and let Reason be the non-dominant, then you will never be able to find happiness, and thereby not 
achieve an ordered soul. An ordered soul is not achieved when being controlled by appetite and emotion, because you will 
never find satisfaction, and will always be hungry for more. 
The whole point is: As long Reason – the last energy – sits on the throne of domination, as long as you let common sense get 
ahead of your decisions, then you will never be challenged. In life it is always the lower passions, which is hectic – reason will 
never be challenged. Therefore: if you subdue the two lower energies to Reason, you will find peace within yourself, and 
thereby achieve happiness and an ordered soul/psychic harmony.  
 
Plato’s explanation of the psychic harmony 
The soul’s psychic harmony according to Plato112, is expressed in four cardinal virtues (Virtues within the personality), which 
all are related to the three basic energies in the soul: 
Reason = Wisdom. 
Emotion = Courage. – Be afraid of something or show anger; the happy person acquires the virtue of showing courage, instead 
                                                 
112 From article referred, “Plato theory of the soul”, box 6, line 1 
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of anger/fear. 
Appetite = Temperance. Peace within the body. One should be able to have control of natural desires and needs such as 
hunger, sex, money and power. 
The fourth cardinal virtue is one that stands out from psychic harmony and is slightly different from the others: Justice.  
The three abovementioned are all strongly related to self-control, while justice floats above self-control, and reaches out to 
other people than you. That is, if you possess all the three virtues, you are granted the last virtue of justice, and can hereby 
become a better person and pass it on to the world. Possessing the three virtues results in the privilege to gain the fourth virtue 
‘Justice’ and by including this virtue in your person, you can reach out to other people with charity and kindness. 
Summary 
In general what this deals with is the Mind/Body distinction. As Plato claims when using the tragic hero example, everyone 
can harm your body, but if you are strong enough and possess these virtues mentioned, no one will ever be able to harm you 
internally in any way.  
It is hard to conclude on the definition of the word soul, but a widespread consensus upon commonalities in the definition is, 
that it is what is internal in humans. It has something to do with self-control, and is at the same time a mysterious force, which 
creates us. The world of philosophy has a tendency to involve the idea of dualism, to separate the body from the mind, and 
claim that these two substances are completely distinct. We need something unexplainable to be able to do what humans do: 
68 
Will a robot or a computer ever be able to have genuine feelings? What do we need to put in the mechanics to achieve this? 
The gift of having emotion and most importantly, Reason, is something that remains unexplainable in the discussion of what 
mysterious substance or force the human mind consists. Humans can relate to Reason, and we can if we desire, we can 
question what the purpose of our lives is. And this is exactly what distinguishes us from any other living creature. 
Pythagoras: the soul is endlessly transformed into other living creatures
113
 
In the following we will be using Pythagoras’ theory as illustration of the second opinion toward souls and emotions in 
animals: the fact that animals do possess a soul. Pythagoras thought of the soul as being something that seeks to plant its seed 
in living individuals, whether it is within animals or people. When the souls’ carrier (the body) is dead – it will yet again seek 
to be set free out in the metaphysic world where it according to Pythagoras has its original resurrection.  
The soul will continuously reincarnate and be transformed into other creatures, and the circle may only be broken when/if 
someone successfully lives a life fully without being immoral. The only way to avoid this cycle of reincarnations is to live a 
life without immorality, mainly refraining both killing and intake of animals – since we are all related soul wise. Avoid meat in 
your diet: every living creature being served on a plate is the same as potentially eating a soul that once could have been a 
human, a family member, a loved one or a friend. It was within Pythagoras core message that one therefore should be able to 
control the basic needs and desires that the body has: because some of those in reality is not – according to Pythagoras – 
referred to as being ethically right.  
                                                 
113 This section will base knowledge on the book, ”The Heretic’s Feast: A history of Vegetarianism.” 
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Every living creature whose on the surface of the earth, is of resurrection, from birth, a polluted soul due to the fact that the 
previous life/owner had sinned; maybe been eating animals and been unable to resist the basic desires and needs that the body 
present. He furthermore presents, that the only possible way to break the circle of resurrection is if you do not let these basic 
needs be dominant. Your soul will hereby be cleansed and forever avoid being resurrected in the metaphysics. In short, 
Pythagoras put forward two main requirements for one having a proper soul: 
 
 Ascetic Abstinence: Do not give in to the basic desires, mainly the desire of eating meat. 
 Ritual purgation: achieved by obeying the rules of Ascetic Abstinence 
- The soul is destined to be a polluted phenomenon, which is trapped in a cycle of rebirth and may only obtain release through 
ritual purgation; done by ascetic abstinence
114
. 
Discussion/self reflection: 
You may raise the question if the existence of the soul in animals – or lack of the same – gives us the right to kill them? 
In the discussion of whether there are ethical complications to be found in mass slaughtering of animals should be seen as an 
individual view without facts. Your opinion may be found to grasp its roots in different places: If animals have a soul that has 
                                                 
114 The Heretic’s Feast: A history of Vegetarianism.” pp. 43. 
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the ability to literally appreciate existence – or whether they even have a consciousness about it. If they do not possess the 
ability, then you may wonder where the true value of their lives is. It is certainly one thing that significantly distinguishes us 
from them; if they do not possess the same type of soul as humans have, will they then be able to genuinely enjoy and 
appreciate existence? If animals do not have the abilities described above – should we then have ethical considerations in 
killing them?  
To speak for the opposition, one may reflect upon the fact that we, as humans, can survive without intake of meat. If human 
lives are not at stake by leaving out meat in our diet why not simply reduce it? Even considering the fact that an animal might 
not be able to appreciate life as we can, they are still living creatures. Facts are that they have a heart that beats and they can 
react, feel pain and express themselves in primitive ways. In other words: they too, are granted life. We may consider some 
lives, especially human lives, more valuable and for good reasons. But they too are fortunate to have been placed on this earth 
and they too have organs that reflect existence. Is it wrong to take away a life even if it is less valuable than our own? After all, 
we do kill. But, do we kill living subjects that understand the value of living? The fact that they are so different, so 
undeveloped and so primitive compared to us - that might be an argument served on a silver plate for meat-lovers. Do they 
have souls like we do? Do they really have consciousness? The term “soul” is probably what grants us the ability for function 
as we do. To paint a picture of the whole importance of the soul as a key for us to function as we do, Pythagoras once said: 
“Time is the soul of this world115”. Without time, what would structure our way of thinking? 
                                                 
115 http://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/203707.Pythagoras 
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Conclusion 
To define the soul, to define what the answer to the mind/body issue is rooted in, and even to say that the word “soul” is what 
links mind and body together, is to us not to be seen as something that hides a fact. We reckon this specific subject will forever 
remain a mystery, and will continuously be something that philosophers reflect upon, and most likely conclude theories that 
still contradict each other. The real question of what the soul is, and if animals possess the same type of valuable foundation of 
existence as humans, might have more of an individual touch to it that one might think. We believe that in this particular 
subject, there will never be facts to be found – only opinions which you can choose to follow, copy, contradict, use as 
inspiration, ignore – or even create your own. For good reason we find slight trouble concluding on what the term “soul” 
precisely involves, and if animals are in possession of such. But our personal conviction lies within the fact, that animals do 
possess the most valuable thing in the world to every living creature, that we furthermore maybe should start cherish a bit more 
in the world of animals: life.  
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Chapter 5 
The first thing this part of the paper focuses on is defining what decadence in order to relate it to vegetarianism. Decadence is a 
variety of things but we have chosen to focus mainly on the decay of morals and aesthetics of meat. Thereafter we account for 
a number of reflections and claims about decadence made by different people, first a vegetarian, then Karl Marx’ theory on 
alienation
116
 from the nature and thereafter Nietzsche
117
, which in some aspects have some similarities but also offer different 
ways to interpret the subject of decadence. These claims are then taken into consideration, analyzed and made in relation to 
vegetarianism. They are discussed, with questions as a starting point, such as why we should act morally, here Peter Singer
118
 
and a theory regarding this is implicated. And last but not least there will be a conclusion where the controversy on what is 
right and what is wrong is mentioned. 
 
What is decadence?  
Decadence
119
 is mainly moral decay, but there is also more to it since decay of moral is a broad answer. It is hard to give a clear 
answer because you would have to specify: decay of what? It is often used to describe a decline in morality and ethics. At the 
same time if you think of a dandy
120
, it is a man who places particular importance upon physical appearance, refined language, 
and pursues the appearance of nonchalance in a cult of self. In the same connection you can also talk about aesthetics and 
                                                 
116 Vogel, S., 1988, Alienation from Nature, We are alienated from our own nature, Steven Vogel, University of Florida, Viewed 6. December 2012 
http://bd9jx6as9l.search.serialssolutions.com/?genre=article&issn=0037802X&title=Social+Theory+and+Practice%3a+An+International+and+Interdisciplinary+Journal+of+Social+Philosophy&vol
ume=14&issue=&date=19880901&atitle=MARX+AND+ALIENATION+FROM+NATURE.&spage=367&pages=367-387&sid=EBSCO:Philosopher%27s+Index&aulast=VOGEL%2c+STEVEN  
117 Nietzsche, F., 1887-1888, Notes The Will to Power,  All editions inclusive, First published in 1901, Germany 
118 Singer, P., 2011, Practical Ethics, Third Edition, Cambridge University Press, New York 
119 http://dictionary.reference.com   
120 According to http://dictionary.reference.com   
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symbolism
121
 in the sense that when you focus on appearance you look at what something symbolizes and the way it is 
manifested.    
 
Decadence according to vegetarianism 
So now we have clarified what decadence is, but we can ask ourselves whether that can be connected to vegetarianism. The 
answer to this question is that in many ways it can be used in regards to vegetarianism. It will later be discussed how, but first 
we will account for a couple of reflections and claims on decadence made by different people. The first claim we will take as a 
starting point, is one made by a vegetarian called Thomas Derek Robinson, (henceforth: Thomas D.R.),; “As I see it the 
biggest problem in our contemporary society is that most people in the postmodern society are completely alienated from the 
sources of their substance. They don’t see the food until it’s in a neat packaging in an overly illuminated supermarket with 
photo shopped pictures. Thus many people are completely cut off from having a tangible concept of the energy; ethical, 
climatic accounting etc. that is at the back of it all. They have no idea how much corn it takes to feed a cow, how much oil it 
takes to make that feed, how much CO2 is required to packaging, butchering and cargo but also that the meat that ends up on 
the counter  actually comes from a specific animal with a life, a personality, rights, experiences etc. A lot of people live with 
other words a life in a bracket – in a little cupola that cuts them off from the big destructive structures and amoral realities that 
support their existence. Alienation from the reality is actually a form of decadence where people feel like they are entitled to 
and can claim food in lavish amounts and at the expense of the life of the animals and the constitution of the planet.” Clearly 
what Thomas D.R. says is that people have become too superficial and not really thinking further or ethically about the fact 
that we are eating meat. Simultaneously he believes that it has bigger consequences than we think to eat meat, since it is a part 
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of why we have global warming, and this is affecting the earth. Thomas D.R. also strives towards expressing the fact that there 
are animals suffering and the ethical issue of eating them. Clearly he believes that animals have a soul and personality and 
therefore it is wrong to eat them. He also believes that we are alienated from our own nature and do not see the meat until it is 
in the store, and because we do not see it before, we do not have any moral scruples about eating meat. If we knew any 
“better”, if we were on a farm and “met” the animals, we would look upon this in a completely different way. Last but not 
least, he believes that alienation from the nature is a form of decadence since we believe we are entitled to make judgments 
about these creatures and kill and eat them. This is something Karl Marx talks about as well and there is even a theory called 
“Karl Marx’ Alienation from Nature Theory”122. Karl Marx claims that we have alienated ourselves from our nature and he 
sees this as a warning sign since the further we come from our own nature the more insensitive we will become and thus, in the 
end, closer to decadence. Karl Marx focuses mainly on the worker’s relation to his product and believes that the worker used to 
be closer to his own product than he is today. This can be related to the consumer, because in our modern society, we are used 
to going the grocery store and pick up meat that is already packed and ready to cook; in this way, we are distanced from the 
animals.  
Another claim made by Thomas D.R. is; “I would think that the contemporary rejection of decadence (especially in regard to 
food) involves nostalgia for romanticism and seeks a future synthesis between man and nature which has been utterly lost in 
the age of urbanization and technology. While it is important to critique current excesses, we should however perhaps be 
careful not to construct a new utopia, which in itself will never be realizable.” Here he is being a bit critical towards himself 
and stresses that his way of thinking is not necessarily the only way and the answer should not be 100 % what he is in favor of 
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because he realizes that it is an unattainable goal. He talks about finding a balance between prosperity and decadence.        
Another view on decadence is one from Nietzsche. About decadence Nietzsche says: “The concept of decadence - waste, 
decay, and elimination need not be condemned: they are necessary consequences of life, of the growth of life. The phenomenon 
of decadence is as necessary as any increase and advance of life: one is in no position to abolish it. Reason demands, on the 
contrary, that we do justice to it. 
It is a disgrace for all socialist systemizes that they suppose there could be circumstances—social combinations—in which 
vice, disease, prostitution, distress would no longer grow. But that means condemning life. A society is not free to remain 
young. And even at the height of its strength it has to form refuse and waste materials. The more energetically and boldly it 
advances, the richer it will be in failures and deformities, the closer to decline. Age is not abolished by means of institutions. 
Neither is disease. Nor vice.”123  
As stated Nietzsche says the complete opposite of Thomas D.R., while Thomas D.R is rather critical to decadence, Nietzsche 
claims that decadence cannot be avoided and that it is necessary in order for society to grow and develop. He mentions that 
while we cannot do much about decadence because it is a necessity, reason demands that we do justice to decadence. In many 
ways you can compare decadence with evil and reason with good. Nietzsche thinks that it is impossible to create something 
good without evil. He uses prostitution as an example no matter how much you try to forbid it, it will always be there. People 
would try to turn corners with the law. Nietzsche also claims that the more we try to make things better the closer we get to 
decadence.  
Another example he gives us is age. He compares decadence with age and that the society cannot be “young” forever, it has to 
age at some point. He also says that we have not eliminated age just because we have created institutions where old people can 
                                                 
123 Nietzsche, F., Notes, 1887-1888, The Will to Power, http://archive.org/stream/TheWillToPower-Nietzsche/will_to_power-nietzsche#page/n0/mode/2up, Viewed 6 December 2012 
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live, so we would not be confronted with the reality of aging in our everyday lives. This can be compared with animals. Just 
because we are alienated from the process of how it gets to be meat it does not mean it is not there or that there is not a 
problem to be solved, so here he and Thomas D.R. agree. And at the same time Nietzsche says that not all problems can be 
solved and that in our ardor to solve problems we sometimes create more problems.  
 
Discussion of the claims 
Now we have a bunch of claims, but who has a point? In the first claim Thomas D.R. makes he mentions that the animal has a 
personality, but does it really? And how can we tell? In fact, a professor called Dr. Samuel Gosling has studied animals and 
animal behavior and his studies have shown that animals in fact do have a personality, just like human beings there are 
wild/”outgoing” animals and more quiet/secluded animals. About this, Gosling says; “The way these personality 
characteristics are manifested, however, depends on the species. Whereas an introverted human will stay at home on a 
Saturday night or stand alone at a party, an octopus will stay in its den during feeding and attempt to hide itself by changing 
color.” 124 But should we act more morally since animals have a personality and a life? And does that mean we should stop 
eating meat in general? In reality why should we act morally? People mainly have two reasons or motives when they act 
ethically correct or when they choose what to do
125
. It can either be of reasons of self-interest or because it is the values of the 
society, simply because we all have a common agreement on what is right and what is wrong. For example most people agree 
on that killing another person is wrong. But on every day to day situations people act upon the reason of self-interest, and when 
it comes to animals and vegetarianism you can argue, that most people do not care about animals being killed in order for us to 
                                                 
124 University of Texas, News, “Animals have personalities, emotions and thoughts, just as humans do, UT Austin psychologist says” , viewed 6 December, 2012  
125 Singer, P., Practical Ethics, 2011,  p. 284 l. 20- p. 285 l. 9 
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eat them. On the other hand this is a better ground to act upon in situations where people have reflected on issues like this and 
taken the decision themselves and therefore sometimes the outcome will be “I find it wrong to eat animals and the fact that 
they produce them to eat meat”. Henry Spira who was a animal right fighter and who had spent most of his life helping others, 
before Spiras death he was asked why he had spent his life fighting for others, he responded; “I guess basically one wants to 
feel that one’s life has amounted to more than just consuming products and generating garbage. I think that one likes to look 
back and say that one’s done the best one can to make this a better place for others. You can look at it from this point of view: 
what greater motivation can there be than doing whatever one possibly can to reduce pain and suffering?”126 His argument for 
doing something good for others is that it makes him happy. It seems like there is a correlation between living morally right 
and happiness
127
. A survey made about this says that Americans who give to charity were 43 percent more likely to say that 
they were happier about their lives than those who did not give. In comparison, Americans who do voluntary work for charities 
were more likely to say that they were happy than those who did not. In a separate study it was shown that those who give 
were 68% less likely to have felt ‘hopeless’ and 34% felt less likely to say that they felt “so sad that nothing could cheer them 
up”128. But on the other hand one can say that if you do not feel like you have the time, money or energy for it, it is difficult to 
do this.  
Another thing Thomas D.R mentions in his first claim is that the biggest problem is that a lot of people are alienated from their 
own sources to their substance and that we do not see how the animals are raised or how its life has been up until it is killed. 
But how can it be guaranteed that meeting the animal we will change the way we view the animal? We cannot know. One can 
argue that we have feelings and therefore we will feel empathy. We know we definitely would. But if we think of the meat that 
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is ecological and from a farmers’ point of view, you would assume that they slaughter the meat they have raised without feeling 
sorry. After all, they are more concentrated on making money because this is their living and they might argue that they are just 
doing their job.  
Also this claim is from a vegetarian’s point of view, is it not typical for vegetarians to believe that animals have a soul and to 
inflict bad conscious on carnivores in this way? You can argue that he believes this because he is a vegetarian, but there are 
also people who are carnivores who believe in animal rights and that they have a soul, so you cannot always draw the 
conclusion that it is only vegetarians who have this point of view, but maybe it is more often vegetarians who believe this.  
Thomas D.R. says that it is decadence when we feel entitled to kill and eat the animals, but is it decadence given that we have 
always been eating meat? Well, even though we have always been eating meat we know better now and therefore we should 
actually do something different. When we ate meat before, we did it in order to survive; we just took whatever was available. 
But now that it is not as necessary for our survival we should at least change the way we think and be more reflective. But how 
realistic is this? Thomas D.R. mentions that we should also be careful, so that we do not create a utopia and should think of 
how realistic it is, for everyone to eat only ecologically or a vegetarian diet. But you can argue that if everyone started to eat 
ecologically it would sell more and since it would sell more, it would become cheaper in time. So if it is asked for, the supply 
will change eventually. Nietzsche’s argument for the solution of decadence is that we should be careful with how we choose to 
solve our problems. While Thomas sees decadence as a bad thing, Nietzsche sees it quite opposite. So who is right? And is 
there a clear answer to this? You can argue that decadence is a big problem for us, but on the other hand Nietzsche has a point 
when he says that it is inevitable, and that without the decadence it is limited where the society would go and how far it would 
have gotten. Nietzsche says it is not always possible to solve the problems. But just because it is limited what we can do about 
the problems, does that have to mean that we should not do anything? No, we definitely should not just be passive and give up 
79 
on it.  We should of course recognize the problem and reflect on a solution. Even try to do something about it. After all this is 
how we learn. But as Thomas D.R says we should also remember to be realistic about the solution and be aware of our 
possibilities.  
Another thing Thomas D.R. addresses in his claim is the lack of self realization; he says we live our life in a bubble. If we 
think about it, are not all of the choices made beforehand and on our behalf so we do not have to make the decision ourselves? 
And how can it be that we are not more settled on taking control of the situation and take a stand, when it comes to the ethical 
implications of eating meat? In reality who is it that has the control and has taken a stand on behalf of so many people? In the 
movie Food Inc. we are informed that the people dominating the meat industry has increased from the top 5 beef packers that 
controlled about 25% of the market in the 1970s, till only about 4 that control more than 80% of the market (in 2008 red.)
129
. 
So there is the answer. They are also in control of the farmers since they can blacklist them. They threaten the farmers if they 
do not do as they are told, for example if they speak up and it is not to the meat producer’s benefit, they will punish them by 
taking their salary away. Another example is a farmer called Carole Morrison, who was determined to use houses with 
windows for the chickens, instead of closed houses without windows and only a ventilator and hereby her contract was 
terminated
130
.   
But how essential is it to have the opportunity to choose for yourself? In the same movie Food Inc., we see how “secret” 
everything is; it seems like it is a taboo and they do not want the people to know what is really going on, because they are 
afraid that if they knew, people would stop buying meat and start raising our own chickens or even more extreme, become 
vegetarians. So it is actually essential to have a choice because you cannot make a choice until you have something to choose 
                                                 
129 Food Inc. 2008, Magnolia Pictures, 7.21-7.33 
130 Food Inc. 2008, Magnolia Pictures, 12.45-16.39 
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from. And this is what is getting almost impossible because of the capitalist way of thinking. Even though there are some 
people who care, most do not - most likely because they cannot afford to care, and maybe not until it is really necessary you 
can start caring. Or even worse, not until it is too late. So in reality does the responsibility only lay with the buyer? Well, you 
can say that, but it is just as much an issue that there is a lack of concern from the meat industry because they are more focused 
on the money they can make than on people’s health.  
Another consideration in regards to what Thomas D.R said about the decadence and the carelessness towards animals, is to say 
how we can distinguish ourselves from the animals and make a hierarchy in this way, to see ourselves as being more important 
and more meaningful than animals? Yes, we are the highest species but does that mean that we have the right to think the 
animals are less valuable than we are and are to be treated with no degree of respect the way they do most places? That seems 
to be the opinion in most people’s eyes. Should we in reality have people talking about the issues of all of these things; to the 
same extent as we raise awareness on other things in the everyday life? What if we started with talking to our kids about all of 
this? Maybe the perception of us being better than animals makes it difficult for us to change the way we think about eating 
animals. And also when it comes to the ethical implications about the very same. If we were asked to take a stand as a child 
about all of this and made aware, we would change the perception. Thereby it would become a natural part of our lives to 
reflect on and take a stand on this instead of going with what is already agreed upon.   
But the question is if people did know all of this and the consequences, would it change something or anything at all? And 
which role does decadence play in all of this? We cannot know how people would act if they knew more about all of the 
complications of the meat industry and the taboos of what is going on behind closed doors - maybe it would not change much. 
Some people would feel appalled by all of this and in protest become vegetarians or rebel against this. Others might be 
shocked and feel sorry for the animals, but after a short period of time forget it, and do nothing. After all, if we go back to what 
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Peter Singer says about how we make judgments, there is the self-interest and the common values of the society. We cannot 
really state it as a common value of society that we would become vegetarians, since not everyone will feel equally affected by 
it. The role, that decadence plays, is that we are declining morally since we do not have the need for meat in order to survive. 
But we still keep on eating meat, and even worse, continuously treat animals the way we do. Maybe not the buyers because 
they may not be aware of this, but the people working in the meat industry would rather earn more money and keep treating 
animals badly, when subjecting them to what can be considered as animal cruelty; keeping them in darkness and on very little 
space, rather than thinking of what is good for the animal and making sure that it does not suffer.  
 
Conclusion on decadence     
In reality it is hard to decide who has the answer of what is right and wrong. Everyone might feel like they have an answer, and 
some might even say that it does not matter because animals are only here to be eaten. Others, like Thomas D.R., would say 
that the animals have a right to life as well, and that we should reconsider the way we view animals and the way we treat them. 
Nietzsche illustrated the necessity of creating a society where there is room for decadence as well. We should strive for 
creating a balance between prosperity and decadence not strive for abolishing decadence as it is impossible according to 
Nietzsche; this made us think of the balance between evil and good which like prosperity and decadence. They depend on each 
other because without decadence our society would not have grown into what it has become in the same way as we could not 
understand the good if it was not for evil. But without reason we would not have something to make us aware and reflect upon 
our actions. We consider ourselves to be the species with the highest degree of intellect, because we are able to reflect. Since 
we are able to reflect, should we not have come further than the animals, being beyond the stage of hunting and killing just 
following an instinct, instead of reflecting and posing ourselves the question - what is driving me to do this? Do I need to eat 
82 
meat? Am I essentially killing for “fun”? In many ways we think Nietzsche has a good point, because what is prosperity if it 
does not have an opposite like decadence? Nietzsche made us aware of that it is important to remember that not all problems 
are possible to solve and that the problem is not gone just because it is out of sight, and we also agree with this, since we do not 
believe that alienating ourselves from the product does any good in any way. It has also been argued that we should be more 
reflective and even reconsider the whole manner in which we think of animals in order to change the situation. After working 
with this project we have come to conclude that the buyer should be more critical towards eating meat and protest against the 
way the animals are treated, and also we suggest that people should rebel in one way or the other against the conditions the 
animals live under. In general we should be more reflective of our environment and teach our kids to take a stand instead of 
just doing what we have always done. If people knew what was going on in the meat industry they would be so appalled that 
they might stop buying products and this is also why the people who work in the factory farms keep the conditions which 
animals live under in the dark as much as they do. They know deep down that what they are doing is wrong and most people 
would judge them for it. But they as long as people do not know and it is not out in the open, they can continue doing what 
they do. There have been people, who have critized the meat industry but these people have been punished by being sued, this 
is definitely wrong as well. We find it very appalling that it has come to this and it is shocking that it has become like this 
without anyone questioning it. On the other hand, there are still vegetarians and people like Henry Spira who act in favor of 
animals.     
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Final conclusion 
 
The Vegetarian movement has come a long way since it was founded in England in 1847. In the beginning it was based on 
religious beliefs and living a pure life; this is partly the case today. Vegetarianism’s key point is to live a pure life with primary 
focus on diet and health. Many vegetarians today are not members of The Vegetarian Society, but those who are in their local 
group primarily focus on the exchange of recipes and socializing. It has been through many hardships and has had to put up 
with scrutiny and ridicule throughout the last centuries, but today it is an established and accepted lifestyle with many 
variations in the diet. 
 
The biggest factor within the question of whether it is right or wrong to kill animals just to eat their flesh is the understanding 
of one another’s point of view; which view different people have on animal rights, and how the animals deserve to be treated. 
One can conclude that there is no right answer regarding this, because people who have different opinions can keep discussing 
this topic - and who is to say who is right and who is wrong? Several groups of people might believe that they are right because 
they find that the animals are not being treated right, but on the other hand, it is argued that it does not make a difference how 
the animals are treated.  
Furthermore one can conclude that a lot of studies show that the human body is not technically made for eating meat, it 
increases diseases like heart failure, cancer etc. 
Our opinions are indeed being affected by our surroundings, so opinions will be made, discussed and kept everywhere. In 
principle it is a huge discussion whether it is right or wrong in principle to eat and kill animals in order to eat their meat.   
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Additionally, American agriculture has a large focus on competition and profit, and the legislation lacks regard to animal 
welfare. Danish legislation is more focused on animal welfare. The Danish legislation, which is added to the legislation of EU 
that Denmark is subject to, is very strict. The use of genetically modification of animals has a greater extend in the U.S. as 
well. In American factory farming broilers live their entire life in the dark, but Denmark’s legislation says that the broilers 
have to have light and the few dark hours are for the broilers to rest. Legislation of transporting the animals is very strict in 
Denmark, where American broilers are handled like objects during transport causing a lot of pain. 
 
If we think about animals as creatures with rights and moral standards, it is automatically morally wrong to kill them. Animals 
raised only for the sake of being killed, are being “used” and not respected or treated humanely. The animals are being treated 
as a product and not as an actual living animal. Even though the animals are treated humanely in the process before 
slaughtering, it still remains morally wrong. If you think an animal has rights, killing the animal is definitely a clear violation 
of the particular animal’s right. When talking about rights according to this, we are seeing things in a philosophical way. In 
some way, it is more a question of animal interests. The interests violated in e.g. factory farming is; the interest of the animal to 
live in their natural conditions, to be free from pain, to eat natural and to live healthy with no medical intervention. Though this 
applies a lot to factory farming, it also applies to organic farming since the animals are still living an unnatural life. A lot of 
people do not believe that animals have rights, but many still think of animals as important creatures which interests should not 
be violated. The problem is that some of these people still enjoy eating meat, so we are facing a conflict between human 
interests and animal interests as we discussed earlier in the report. 
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To conclude on the definition of the soul seems like a mystery that does not involve any immediate facts, and should be 
regarded as an individual interpretation. There is no clear answer to whether animals possess a soul, but we should start 
recognizing the fact that it is living creatures. They might not be as valuable as human lives, but there is no question that they 
have been granted life. Life is the most important and valuable thing to every living creature, so should we not start 
acknowledging the fact that it is not just animals, but lives? Considering the value of life – even though animal lives are less 
valuable than human lives – we believe that there are ethical implications to be found. The amount of meat that we consume is 
far from necessary. Is life not more valuable than that? 
 
When it comes to decadence, it is basically a decline of morals. Another thing that is good to consider is that decadence might 
not only be a bad thing. If we think of decadence as being evil and prosperity as being good - then they could not exist without 
each other. There seem to be a belief that if we cannot see what is going on in the meat industry, we can ignore it. We do not 
see the meat until it is in the store and wrapped. If we were closer to the animal, a lot of people would maybe have a lot more 
scruples than now - so we have alienated ourselves from the animals and thereby what we derive from. In general we should 
reconsider the whole thing about eating meat and be more critical - or at least reflect and maybe at the same time change our 
perception about eating meat. In the end, people would probably change their perception if they knew exactly what people in 
the meat industry were doing.  
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Referat 
I denne opgave har vi valgt at undersøge fænomenet Vegetarisme og hvilke etiske implikationer der kan opstå ved at inkludere 
kød i ens kost. Først og fremmest vil vi redegøre for vegetarismens historie; fra dens opstandelse i England til dens udbredelse 
i Amerika. Derefter vil vi undersøge om man kan kalde vegetarisme for en social eller politisk bevægelse.  
Derudover, vil vi diskutere hvorvidt det er moralsk rigtigt eller forkert at slå dyr ihjel for at mennesker kan spise deres kød, 
især når man tænker på hypotesen om at menneskets krop er bedre rustet til at spise grøntsager end kød. Vi kigger på Peter 
Singer og Jeremy R. Garrets forskellige argumenter, ved at bruge utilitarisme til argumenterer for vegetarisme. Vi gør brug af 
et spørgeskema, som vi har haft sendt ud på facebook og i Roskilde. For at belyse de etiske implikationer, har vi først valgt at 
undersøge forskellene på industrielt-, det såkaldte factory farming, og økologisk landbrug i USA og Danmark og derefter 
sammenlignet dem. Dette gør vi for at undersøge, hvorvidt det kan siges at være moralsk og etisk bedre hvis slagteri processen 
er mere human. Derefter undersøger vi hvad definitionen er på en sjæl og om dyr har en sjæl. Vi vil undersøge begrebet sjæl og 
diskutere om hvorvidt dyr har en sjæl; dette gør vi brug af i vores videre diskussion om de etiske implikationer. I dette kapitel 
gør vi brug af Pythagoras og Platos argumenter om hvad en sjæl er samt hvorvidt dyr og mennesker har en. Til sidst kommer vi 
ind på begrebet dekandence og sætter dette i relation til vegetarisme. Dette gør vi ved hjælp af Karl Marx’ teori om 
fremmedgørelse samt Nietzche som har et varieret syn på denne teori.  
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Project course technique  
During group formation we found it very confusing with all the different topics and time management. We found it difficult to 
start a discussion in the different rooms because no one was entirely sure of what we were supposed to do. Mostly we listened 
to the supervisors present their topics but not every supervisor introduced all their topics. Though in the end we all found 
students with the same interests within the topic of food. Further on in the progress we had difficulty managing our time 
equally with our lectures and the project. By this we mean that we made the mistake of choosing to work on our project after 
lectures when our minds were distracted. This did that we had a hard time working constructively and often went home early 
promising to read more for the next meeting. After the second project technique course, we found a new drive for our group 
work. We recieved useful tools in order to structure our meetings; made an agenda for each meeting, selected a moderator and 
appointed one member to write a summary of each meeting. With these tools we started to work together as a group and had 
many useful discussions which led us on in our work. Our biggest challenge within group work has been how to structure our 
meetings and finding days to meet.  
We chose to write about Vegetarianism and in order to do this we chose two dimensions to cover the subject: History and 
Culture, Science and Philosophy. For us to grasp the enormous term vegetarianism we needed to learn the history of 
vegetarianism in the western world. By doing this we could also educate ourselves on the philosophical debates which has 
been on the topic since the dawn of time. Because it is an enormous subject, we had great difficulty defining our problem 
statement. At first it was too broad, then too narrow. We found it challenging with the first project technique course since we 
and other groups had not formulated a problem statement yet and much of the time was dedicated to working and getting 
feedback on our problem formulation. It was very frustrating and seemed to be a waste of time. Our project seminar afterwards 
helped a lot, our opponent group and supervisor assisted us with our problem formulation and research questions. The second 
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course on project technique was useful in accordance to group dynamics and tools to help the project work proceed, which is 
also stated above. The third course was also useful because we talked of plagiarism, structuring the report and which 
competences we gained from the experience of group work. The examples on how to structure the project report was vague 
and we felt that it did not help at all, we were left feeling lost on that particular point.  
During these last few months we also had supervision. At first we did not know how much we could use our supervisor and 
what we could use him for. Our expectations were that the supervisor would guide us a lot and that he would contact us. We 
soon learned that it was our responsibility to contact him and in the start we did not feel that we had anything concrete enough 
in order to have a constructive meeting with him. We had a challenging time while searching and providing literature. Much of 
the material was lent out for a long periode and it was difficult to find appropriate literature especially on factory farming, 
agriculture and animal welfare. 
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Appendix 1 – Survey 
Although most participants are carnivores (92%), the majority believe that animals have souls (92%) and ALL believe that 
they have rights. The majority of the participants (71%) have considered the ethics of eating meat and feel that it is alright to 
eat pigs over dogs (67%), although the pig is the smarter animal. The remaining questions divide the participants 
approximately 50/50. 
 
